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CHAPI'ER I 
INTRODUC'riON 
1. The Problem of the Dissertation 
The problem of this dissertation is to determine what takes place 
on the human side when a man says he has an encounter 1-ri. th God, rli th 
special reference to the thought of Martin Buber and of the Hebrew pro-
phet, Jeremiah. This study does not assume that the Hebrew interpreta-
tion of religious experience is the only one or even the most adequate 
one. It does assume that the Hebrew-Jewish interpretation has had sig-
nificant influence. Jeremiah 1s influence is discernible not only upon 
the world of his day but upon succeeding generations. The widespread 
influence of Martin Buber upon twentieth century thinking has been 
dealt with by many W:riters.1 
It Hould seem helpful to explore the similarities and differences 
in the thought. of an ancient Hebrew of another culture and that of a 
leading modern Jewish philosopher. Both likenesses and differences 
should aid in the clarification of the psychology of religion and in 
lifting up facts of permanent value. 
1. Paul 1~llich, "Jewish Influence on Contemporary Christian Theology," 
Cross Currents, 2 (Spring, 19.52), 3; and 11Jvlartin Buber and Chris-
tian Thought 11 Commentary, 5 (June, 1948) 6. Reinhold Niebuhr The 
Self in the Dramas of H~story (New York: Scribner's Sons, 19.5.5),-p: ix. 
Maurice s. Friedman, Martin Buber: The Life of Dialogue (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1955), pp. 1-8 and 268-280. 
1 
Religious encounter has been chosen because of the central place 
which it has occupied in some religious systems of this century; be-
cause awareness of God is the fountainhead of beliefs and forms; and be-
cause encounter with God emphasizes the centrality of persons in inter-
personal relations. These men have been chosen because their faith has 
been shaped in spite of, and sometimes because of, trying situations; 
because they represent widely-separated cultural periods--tribal and 
scientific; and because each of them has made, or is still making, 
significant contributions to his respective culture. 
This stuqy takes its stand on epistemological dualism in the matter 
of knov.ring God, as well as in building up knowledge from sense experience. 
The problem immediately arises as to ho1-r direct relation to God fits in 
vTith mediated knowledge of God. 1'his investigation will attempt to de-
scribe and analyze encounter in such a manner as to distinguish it from 
religious interpretation. 
Much of what Martin Buber has written since his I and Thou, which 
1 
was first published in 1923 in German, has been an expansion of his main 
thesis that there is a radical difference between a man's attitude to other 
men and his attitude to things--the one, a personal relation; the other; 
a relation with objects. 2 Of the studies which have been made of Buber, 
none has attempt€d a psychological analysis of the I-Thou relation as 
understood by him. Buber uses the language of poetical prose to give 
1. Martin Buber, Ich und Du (Leipzig: Insel-Verlag, 1923). 
2. In editor's "Introduction" of Will Herberg, (ed.), The Writings of 
Martin Buber (New York: Meridian Books, 1956), p. 12. 
2 
widening definition to his idea of the I-Thou relation, but he does not 
use the idiom nor the approach of p~Jchology. The issue of ontological 
1 
anxiety raised in existential theology, like the issue of creative anx-
2 iet,y raised in psychology, is to find its solution in the I-Thou rela-
tion. A discriminating understanding of relation, itself, would con-
tributR to communication on the int~rdiscip~inary level. Moreover, a 
study of religious encounter in Buber and in Jeremiah should contribute 
to preciseness of thought in any professional conversation dealing with 
relation between God and man. 
2 • Limi ta tions and :tvle thod 
This study differentiates between religious relation and religious 
forms and chooses the former for its special area of investigation. Be-
liefs, symbols, and forms grmv out of religious relation, but they are not 
the concern of this study. The way in >vhich relation becomes tran~lated 
into content of revelation -vrill be dealt with only in order to distinguish 
knowledge from relation. 
The general method will be to examine the autobiographical and bio-
gr~phical material; to study the writings of each man; to characterize 
each man's thought; to find points in common lvith various personality 
theories; to pay particular attention to the data lending themselves to 
1. Cf. Paul Tillich, The Courage to Be (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1952); David E. Roberts, Exist€ntialism and Religious Belief, ed. 
Roger Hazelton (New York: Oxford University Press, 1957). 
2. 
3 
psychological description, to the end of analyzing the I-Thou relation 
v.rith God in its epistemic, psychological and existential modes. 
On the basis of these charact~rizations, each of these religious 
men >vill be compared to the other to determine likenesses and differences; 
to assay the effects of culture at the points of difference; and to sum-
marize the points of likeness which might have abiding value. 
This dissertation assumes that -vrhen Jeremiah and Buber clair11 to 
have a religious experience, a bona fide relation vli th an obj ec ti ve 
·Being may be taking place. Supposing that there is a God Hho can com-
municate himself in confrontation, what psychological mechanisms are in 
operation within the individual during that interrelation? To ans1v-er 
that specific question is t.he task of this investigation. Therefore, 
only those insights of Buber and Jeremiah, and only those sources rele-
vant to the nature of man as experient and to the nature of the divine-
human encounter will be examined. The possibility of projection of 
childhood longings for father, and purely s ubjectivistic and humanistic 
experiences will not be considered. 
3. Definitions 
Religious encount~r refers to one's relation t o God, as opposed to 
his beliefs, forms of worship, or symbols of interpretation. For the 
purpose of this study, religious encounter is equated vJi th reli!P-on. 
vlords and terms used interchangeably 1-Ji th religious encounter are: re-
lation, confrontation, address, I-Thou relation, meeting, and dialogue. 
Since the entire dissertation is an analysis of this term, no further 
definition 'trill ·oe given at t.his point. 
4. Present. Research 
There has been much research on Hartin Buber and Jeremiah separately 
but none comparing dme with the other. The most complete ~rmrk on Buber 
1 
within t.he past five years has been done by Haurice s. Friedman. Though 
Friedman gives penetrating insights into the I-Thou relation, it. -vms not 
his purpose to make a psychological analysis of it. He careful.Ly examines 
the way in 1trhich other writ.ers treat the theme and shows vTi t h clari t.y hovT 
they fail to grasp Buber's meaning of dialogue. Paul Pfuetze wrote a doc-
toral dissertation comparing Buber with George Herbert Head and then pub-
2 
lishe d it under the title, The Social Self. It. is a comprehensive -vrork on 
his particular theme but does not. touch the mechanisms supporting encoun-
ter . 3 4 Several other writers as H. H. Farmer, and J. H. Oldham develop 
Buber 's idea, but they do not present the I-Thou relation in its epistemic, 
p sy chological and existential modes. 
A nurnber of sources approach Jeremiah with psychological understanding 
vd thout making a psychological study of his religious experience •5 
1. Qe. ~· 
2. Paul E. Pfuetze, The Social Self (NeH York: Bookman Associates, 
195l~). 
3. Herbert H. Farmer, The Servant of the Word (New York: Charles Scrib-
ner's Sons, 1942), p~. 2Sf . 
4. J. H. Oldham, "The Life as Dialogue," The Christian NeHsletter, Sup-
plement to No. 281 (Harch 19, 1947), pp . 7f; and Real Life Is l'1eet-
ing (London: The Sheldon Press, 1947), pp. 13, 16. 
5. Elmer A. Leslie, Jeremiah: Chronolo icall 
and Interpreted ( New York..;;.:;;;;;;;..A..;,b;:.;;J.7-. n;:;;.g~d~o;;..n=...;.;.::Pr:::=e"-s-s...::,:...=...:l::;9~4~):..z.;~~ar..::.:..:o:;r::;,::.;;;::.e::::.nrLy 
Rmvley, (ed.), Studies in Old Testament Prophecy ( Nevi York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 19SO). 
5 
CnAFTER II 
CH.4.RACTERIZATION OF YJARTI N BUBER AND HIS FAITH 
1. Biographical Sketch 
i. Youth and Education 
Nartin Buber v1as born in VieP..na in 1878. Until the age of four -
teen, he was reared in the home of his grandfather, Solomon Buber, in 
whom there conver g:ed the end of t wo significant movements--Hasidism and 
Haskalah.l Hasidism was a Je'tdsh movement which origine>.ted in Poland in 
the mid-eighteenth centur,y . It took the form of co~nunitarian living 
under the l eadership of a Zaddik, a holy man, and was i n revolt against 
t he legalism of the rabbis of the day . It sought to bri ng God into the 
daily round of living IDJ encouragi ng each person t o become na living 
Torah. 11 Solomon Buber ivas the l 2st of a long line of Zaddikim. 
In . addition to serving as a leader in the Hasidic movement , Solo-
men Buber was also the l ast scholar in t he Haskalah, a movement of West 
European Jm-rlsh enlightenment. The combination of these tv-Io forces in 
an already forceful personality had no small effect on the life and 
thou~ht of Solomon Buber's grandson.~ 
Haurice s. Friecirnan, Hartin Buber: The Life of Dialogue (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1955), p . 8. l. 
2. Paul E. Pfuetze, The Social Self (New York: Bookman Associates, 
1954), pp . 117, 206. 
6 
7 
'Ihe fact should be emphasized that neither in his youth nor at az:w 
t~ne during his life did Martin Buber slavishly accept the influences 
around h~. He was open to the full impact of many forces but alv1a;ys 
a divine alchenw was at work in his being to transform all that he 
t ouched into a spiritual gold, marked with his ow-n stamp. A good illus-
tration is an incident of personal turmoil which occliTred when he was 
o~~Y fourteen years of age . He felt driven by some strange force to 
consider two sets of ~possible problems : (1) the edge of space yet its 
edgelessness , and (2) the begi~..ning and end of t~e as opposed to t~e 
without beginning or ending . He found each side of both dilemmas equal-
ly absurd. It was as ~possible to find the real meaning of finite 
time and space as of t heir infinity. These problems so affected h~ 
t hat he seriously considered suicide to avoid having to consider them. 
At the age of fifteen he found his solution in Kant 's Prolegomena to 
Any Future 1-1etapcysics. Undeterred by the first sentence of t he book, 
which stated that it was not for a mere learner but only for teachers 
of philosophy, he kept reading until he grasped Kant's thesis that the 
physical vmrld cannot be lmown in itself--that t~e and space are cate-
gories of man 's mind printed upon the data received. This incident is 
highly significant for two reasons : (1) it indicates the type of prob-
lem that the lad's mind lvas dealing with, and (2) the solution he found 
carried in it the seeds of his l ater insights.l 
Martin Buber attended the universities of Vienna, Leipzig, Berli n , 
and Zurich. He studied philosophy and the history of art . vvhen he vras 
1. Nartin Buber, Bet-v;een 11an and Han (Boston: Beacon Press , 1947) , 
p . 136. 
twenty years of age, he joined the emerging Zionist movement but very 
.soon. t hrew all of his enthusiastic creativity on the cultural and spir-
itual side of the movement, not on the political side. In 1900 he pub-
lished an article on Nietzsche. At the age of t>v-enty-three he became 
editor of the Zionist periodical, Die Welt. In that year he published 
an article on the Christian mystic, Jakob . Boehme. At t>v-enty-four he 
" helped to found Judischer Verlag, a German Jewish publishing house. In 
II 
1903 he became editor of the periodical Judischer Kunstler and in 1904 
he received his Ph. D. degree from the University of Berlin.l 
ii. His Life Work 
While Buber' s formal education was still in progress, his life vrork 
had already begun. He had demonstrated his ability as a writer and as 
a leader. Following his education, he spent the year of 1905 in Flor-
ence, Italy. While there, he attended a play in which El.enora Duse \vas 
actress, and was greatly impressed with the dialogue-type of interplay 
between actor and audience. That experience helped to clarify the dia-
logue-concept which had been forming in his mind from his contract with 
Hasidism. 2 
In 1906 at the age of twenty-eight Buber went to Frankfurt to begin 
his special study of Hasidic legends and literature. From 1906 to 1912 
he edited Die Gesellschaft, a forty-volume work in social philosophy. 
From 1916-1924 he founded and edited Der Jude, the leading organ of Ger-
1. Friedman, .2£.· cit., p. 8. 
2. Pfuetze, ~· cit., p. 129. 
8 
man Jevrry. In 1916 his first manuscript to I and Thou was completed, 
though he did not reach perfect clarity on the dialogue-theme until 1919. 
Even then he waited until 1923 before publishing the book.l 
In collaboration vi th Franz Rosehzi-re ;lg , Martin Buber published 
a translation of the Bible from Hebrew to German. From 1923 to 1933 he 
taught Jevrish philosophy of religion at the University of Frankfurt. In 
1938 he became professor of social philosophy at the Hebrew University 
in Jerusalem, where he remained until he retired in 1951. 
Buber is now eighty years of age. \fuen his writings are listed by 
decades, it becomes obvious how productive he has been in each of six 
ten-year periods. Always his writing has come out of the white heat of 
urgent living. He -vras the recognized leader of young Je1vs during the 
rise of Hitler. It -vras he who helped them to find meaning in living 
and to have faith in dying. In Palestine he founded the Institute for 
Adult e~ucation in 1949 and directed its activities until 1953. This 
was a special service for Jewish refugees. 
iii. Streams of Influence upon Him 
In addition to Hasidism, Haskalah, Zionism and the stu~ of eastern 
and -vrestern mysticism, a number of individuals influenced Buber in a 
significant way. His teachers, Wilhelm Dilthey and George Simmel, left 
an enduring impression on him. 2 Dilthey taught that there were tvm kinds 
1. Herberg, 2£· cit., p. 12. 
2. Among other individuals -vrho influenced Buber were: Soren Kierkegaard, 
Dostoievsky, Boehme, Blake, Cusa, Meister Eckhart, Tolstoy, Ibsen, 
Freud, Mach, Stumpf, Wundt, Owen, Fourier, Proudhon, Kropotkin, Lan-
dauer, Schelling, Bergson, Fichte, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. 
9 
, 
of knovdng: (1) that for the social sciences in which the kn~Ner must 
be a participant, and (2) that for the natural sciences in which the 
1 knower must be a detached observer. Ludwig Feuerbach gave him insight 
into the social nature of personality and speech. "Join a being to all 
beings and you lure out of it its truest individuality. 112 There is no 
evidence that Buber and w. E. Hocking influenced each other, but the idea 
of the social self is present in the writings of both. 3 
iv. His Influence on Others 
Martin Buber is acclaimed the outstanding Jewish thinker of today,4 
but it does not take much searching to discover a wider range of his in-
fluence. Christian theologians such as Paul Tillich, Reinhold Niebuhr, 
H. H. Farmer, J. H. Oldham, and Karl Heim have spoken of his influence 
upon themselves. It is discernible in many others. 5 "He has wielded 
· an influence--as much by the wholeness and int~grity of his being as by 
the profound impact of his teachings--that is quite without parallel in 
our time. 116 "He was one of the first in Europe to foster the pioneer 
1. Friedman, ~· cit., p. 34. 
2. Ibid., p. 29. 
3. Cf. William Ernest Hocking, (The !VIeanin of God in Human Ex erience 
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1912 • See Parts IV and VI. 
· 4. Will Herberg, "Editor's Introduction," The Writings of Martin Buber 
(Ne1-r York: Meridian Books, 19 56), p. 11. 
5. John Baillie, Karl Barth, Nicholas Berdyaev, Emil Brunner, Father 
11. c. D1.Arcy, J. E. Fison, Friedrich Gogarten, Reuel Howe, Hermann 
von Keq.serling, Ernst Michel, H. Richard Niebuhr, and Theodore 
SteinbJ.che 1. 
6. Herberg, ££• cit., p. 14. 
10 
colonization movement in Palestine. nl EducatorsJ 2 psychotherapists,3 
and Biblical scholars have been under the influence of his insight s. 
Hi s philosophy of t he personal has been given clinical substantiation 
i n the work of Carl Rogers. 4 The new principles of translation which 
Buber and hi s friend, Franz Rosenzweig, used in translating the Bible 
"helped to produce a renaissance of Bible study among German-speaking 
Jews. 11 5 . Solomon Liptzin says that this translation "has been univer-
sally acclaimed as a miracle of fidelity and beauty. 11 6 
2. I-Thou Relation with God 
i. Introduction 
Buber's principal thesis is that man finds himself in two modes of 
existence corresponding to his own .tvo-fold nature. He may be in an 
I-Thou relation on the personal level, or he may be in an I-It connec-
tion with an object {either phenomenal or ontological). Another human 
being, an object in the physical world} or an intelligible form i:nay be-
come a Thou, but the fountain head of all Thou relations is the Eternal 
1. Felix Levy, ''Martin fuber, 11 The Universal Jewish Encyclopedia, II 
(1940), 570. 
2. Marjorie Reeves, Sir Fred Clarke, Sir Herbert Read. 
11 
3. Erich Fromm, Viktor von Weizsacker, Ludwig Binswanger, Arie Sborowitz, 
Hans Trub. 
4. Client-Centered Therapy: Its Current Practice Implications and Theory 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1951). 
5. Friedman, ~· cit., p. 239. 
6. 
7. 
German)'s Stepchildren (Philadelphia: 
1944 ' p. 256. 
See pp. 23-24 for explanation. 
The Jewish Publication Society, 
11 
Thou. It is only vThen man is addressed by God and can, in turn, say 
Thou to God that he is in the primal relation--the relation which is the 
essence of religion and the basis of all true religious belief. The 
directness of this relation may be confused by some >~th directness of 
knowledge. 
To one versed in Kantian epistemology, these words sound naive: 
The relation to the Thou is direct. No system of ideas, no 
foreknowledge, and no fancy intervene between I and Thou •••• 
In the face .of the directnrss of the relation everything in-
direct becomes irrelevant. 
According to Kant, no Ding an sich can be known; all knowledge is in-
direct in that incoming stimulus has to be shaped by man's reason be-
fore it becomes knowledge. If there is thus a thing-as- it-is-in-itself 
12 
and the object before one's mind--an epistemological dualism--there always 
exists the possibility that the two are not exactly alike. 2 11It is a famil -
iar philosophical tenet and one which may perhaps today be taken as grant-
ed, that all conscious experience of the physical world contains an ele-
ment of interpretation. u3 A theologian asserts t.his fact clearly and 
convincingly: 
1. 
2. 
A revelation must be made to a rational being. • • • Without 
reason the most obvious and direct meaning of a divine selfdis-
closure could not be apprehended. If God >-vished to reveal truth 
to a stone, He would have first to endow the stone v.rith a reason-
ing mind . 
:Hartin _. Buber, .- I and Thou, pp . 11-12. 
Peter Antuony Bertocci, Introduction to the Philosophy of Religion 
( New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951), pp. ·so-61. 
3. John Hick, Faith and Knowledge (Ithaca, ew York : Cornell University 
Press, 1957), p. 122. 
Mere sensations as such are meaningless. The most dazzling 
light from the heavens or the clearest trumpet call of an angel 
could constitute no revelation until a rational being had per-
ceived it, and related it to some other perception, cause, or 
value. If a man had his senses but no power of reason, he 
could learn nothini even from a cloud of heavenly witnesses de-
scending upon him. · 
To this type of epistemological dualism, Buber would agree wholeheartedly. 
F~ would consider the use of reason necessary for shared life in the com-
munity~ He would further consider the indirectness of knowledge as nee-
essary to safeguard man's freedom. What he is concerned about is the 
relation of one person to another, and the relation of a person to God--
a relation which includes knowledge but which is accompanied by a sense of 
directness. This directness may be confused with some form of mystical 
absorption, which also induces the feeling of psychological certainty. 
Psychological certitude may be present when there is no rational cer-
tainty. 
In Buber the topic of consideration is not certainty of God as an 
i tern of knowledge but rather the significant relation vlhich produces the 
possibility of or sense of directness. One may have psychological certi-
tude of God--either as a feeling or through a religious ~bel--without 
having any relation 1·1ith Him at all. But. one does not have a sense of 
significant relation without having the experience of certitude. 
'Ihe key word introduced is 11significant. 11 The moment relation is 
significant., an interpretation is involved. Interpretational activity 
may occur at two relation levels: (1) that on which there is ego in-
1. Lotan Harold De ~volf, A Theology of the Living Church (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1953), pp. 33-34. 
13 
volvement, and (2) tha.t on which there is not.1 
So it comes to this: religious relation (the essence of religion) 
and religious forms (beliefs) employ interpretational activity at two 
different relation-levels. This distinction is similar to that which 
some writers make between acquaintance knowledge (kennen) and knowledge 
about (wissen). 2 Knowledge refers to the abstract logical activity of 
man's mind and relation refers to concrete action of life, lived with 
one's whole being. Of course the living of life, to have any intelli-
gence or even to be possible at all, must include kn<mledge, but knov1-
ledge does not exhaust the total of life. 
ii. Epistemic Mode 
Epistemic mode is a term used in this dissertation to refer to 
the knowledge-component which the experient takes with him into the 
I-Thou relation. At the turn of the century Buber made a thorough 
study of Oriental and Western mysticism.3 He was deeply imbued with 
the Kabbalistic and Chassidic notion that the Supreme Being could be 
actualized through man.4 He was very sensitive to what was neces-
sary to preserve the relation-element and to avoid the absorption-
element of some mysticism. 
1. Gordon w. Allport, The Nature of Personality: Selected Papers 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley Press, Inc., 1950), 
pp. 123-135. 
2. F. R. Tennant, Philosophical Theology (Cambridge, England: At the 
University Press, 1926), I, 76; William James, The Principles of 
Psychology, 2 vols. (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1S90 ), I, 
222. 
3. Pfuetze, ~· cit., p. 136. 4. Ibid., p. 214 note 99. 
To step into pure relation is not to disregard everything 
but to see everything in the Thou. . . . Men do not ~ind God 
i~ they stay in the w·orld. They do not ~ind Him i~ they leave 
the world. He \vho goes out with his whole being to meet his 
Thou and carries to it all being that is in the world, ~inds 
Him vrho cannot be sought .1 
Union with God is not Buber's goal; it is relation along i·rith over-
againstness. At one time Buber ~elt that religion had to do vrith a 
separated life, but he unde~vent what he termed a conversion ~rom the 
"religious" to the everyday: 
I possess nothing but the every day out o~ which I am never 
taken. . . . I know no ~ness but each mortal hour's ~ulness 
o~ claim and responsibility. Though far ~rom being equal to it, 
yet I know that in the claim I am claimed and may respond in 
responsibility, and know \Vho speaks and demands a response . 
I~ that is religion, then it is just everything, simply 
all that is lived in its possibility of dialogue.2 
Buber is too indebted to Kant's epistemology (~or the salvation o~ his 
li~e at the age o~ ~ourteen}) to make the error o~ monism. He has much 
to say against the idea o~ mystical absorption. 
All doctrine o~ absorption is based on the colossal illusion 
o~ the human spirit that is bent back on itsel~, that spirit 
exists in man. Actually, spirit exists with man as the start-
ing point--between man and that which is not man.3 
In con~rontation, it is not knowledge or even the Other which is com-
municated directly. It is the relation which is direct. The I-Thou 
relation with God, man, nature, and forms is not primarily knowledge yet 
it includes knovrledge. It is the \vhole person in dialogue w-1 th what is 
over against him. The whole person includes \filling, ~eeling, thinking, 
oughting, et cetera, though it is something more than the sum o~ these. 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 79· 
2. Buber, Between Man and Man, p. 14 3. Buber, I and Thou, p. 93· 
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It is not like an arithmetical sum but an organismic unity. 
The epistemic mode would refer to belief in a proposition, which 
knowledge-component is carried by the whole person into relation. 1'his 
wo uld represent what Buber calls pistis, or fides, as distinguished from 
emunah, or fiducia. 1 Though pistis stems from emunah, accor ding to Buber, 
one does not have faith on the religious l evel without having faith in 
some One or a Thou. If faith in a ~advances, the experient must have 
some idea of v1hat the Thou is like. This content constitutes the epis-
t emic mode. 
In one sense knowledge is an interpretation of religious experience; 
in another, knowledge refers to past i n t erpretations which are taken i nto 
t he new experience. 
Taken by itself, knowledge is less than the whole person. I t is what 
the thinker thinks. It is an It, whi ch is less than the I in I-Thou re-
lation: 
That experience, thus held off at arm's length and criticized, 
is not the Real Experience, judged by ~tandard of an Idea of a 
better. That criticized experience is but ~conceptual part of 
reality, abstracted from its cont~nt •••• 
In Buber 1 s vernacular, experience or knoviledge thus "held at arm 1 s 
length 11 is exactly what the ~ world is .• 
It is said that man experiences his >Wrld. What does that mean? 
Han travels over the surface of things and experiences them. H9 
extracts knowledge about their constit,u tion from them: he 'I-vins 3 
an experience from them. He experiences what belongs to things. 
l. Martin Buber, Two ..t: es of Faith, trans. N. P. Goldha-vrk (London: 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, 19 1), pp. 7-12. 
2. Hocking, ££• cit., p. 281. 3. Buber, I and 'Thou, p . 5. 
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In kno,,rledge, the 1 of t he I-It experience is separated from the ob-
ject known and stands as an individual. 
The I of the primary word I-It makes its appearance as indivi-
duality and becomes conscious of itself as subject of experienc-
ing and using.l 
No man is pure person and no man pure individuality. None is 
•rholly real, and none •rholly unreal. Everyman lives in the 
twofold I. But there are men so defined by person that they 
may be called persons, and men so defined by individuality 
that they may be called individuals .... 
The more a man, humanity, is mastered by individuality, 
the deeper does the 1 sink into unreality. In such times the 
person in man and in humanity leads a hidden subterranean and 
as i t •rere cancelled existence- -till it is recalled. 2 
\fuen a man allo•rs himself to mistake conceptualization for Reality, he 
finds himself •ri th a decrease of power to enter relation. 3 
I-Thou relation is to I-It experience as breathing is to a t reat-
ise on breathing. One is alive, and present; the other, is abstract and 
in the past. The highest pmrer of man on the I-It level is his ability 
to have symbolic thought --reason. Yet reason is not the essence of man 
nor his chief mark of distinction from lower animals. His essence is to 
be found in his ability to act upon his highest ethical knovrledge i·ri th 
his whole being and so enter into personal relation.4 
Religion must knmr knowledge not only as a need but also as a 
duty of man. It must knm.r that history moves along the ivay of 
need and duty, that Biblically speaking, the eating of the tree 
of knowledge leads out of' Paradise ·but into the •rorld . 5 
1. Ibid.' p. 62. 2. Ibid. ' p . 6 5 . 3- Ibid., p. 43. 
4. Martin Buber, The Eclipse of God: Studies in the Relation between 
Reli~ion and Philosophy (Ne•r York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 
1952 ' p. 103. 
5. Ibid.' p. 42-
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It is through philosophizing that "world-concreta" melt together to make 
1 
an objective world for us. 
The notion of spirit i s highly important to Buber. In its human 
"f t t· ·t n· of man t.o hl. s 'l.hou. r•2 manl es a lon l lS a response But note the 
place of reason in the world of spirit: 
And spirit all the more would not genuinely exist for us as 
objective conjunction if thought did not objectify it, if 
spirit itself as philosophy did not objectify and unite it-
self. Only through the fact that philosophy radically 
abandoned the relation \'lith the concrete did that amazing 
construction of an objective thought-continuum become pos-
sible wit~ a static system of concepts and a dynamic one of 
problems. 
It is evident from the t ,.m quotations above that Buber places 
prime importance on empirical lmmvledge a.nd on a coherent value struc-
ture. This is true despite certain statements, which, lifted out of con-
text, seem to say the opposite. For example, look at the following: 
It is not necessary to kno1-1 something about God in order 
really to believe in him: many) true believers know how to 
talk to God but not about him. 4 
Nor is any recourse necessary to a world of ideas and values, 
~or they canngt became presentness for us; none of these things 
lS necessary. 
These statements do not contradict the others. They are descriptions 
of the I-Thou relation itself. Though we need to will, to act upon our 
highest ethical insights in order to enter relation, the presentness of 
the relation does not single out any particular element. from the I-It 
1. Ibid. 2. Buber, I and Thou, p . 39. 
3. Buber, Eclipse of God, pp. 42-43. 4. Ibid., p. 28. 
5. Buber, I and Thou, p. 77. 
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level nor even a sum of all the elements. It is an aliveness, not an 
arrangement of components. 
For everything that has ever been devised and contrived in 
the time of the human spirit as precept, alleged preparation, 
practice, or meditation, haf nothing t~ do with the primal, 
simple fact of the meeting. 
This statement is like saying that the organs of the body have nothing 
to do with life in the body. There would be no life without the organs, 
yet all the organs together do not cause life. The biologist may dis-
sect a cadaver 1 s hand and learn what the Horld of I-It has to teach about 
its cellular structure. With that done, the essence of the hand is 
missing--its functional motion. The hand in motion includes the whole of 
the structure but motion refers to something the mere sum of the parts 
t . 2 canno g1.ve. 
Buber thoroughly appreciates the value of the I-It world of epis-
temic connections. It has rich contributions for every person: 
Every man who can "think" may enter this connection through the 
simple use of this ability, through a thinking comprehension of 
thought. Only through this is there an 11 objective 11 mutual under-
standing.that is one which does not, like the religious, entail 
two men's each recognizihg the3other by the personal involvement in life which he has achieved. 
One critic takes exception to Buber 1s epistemological thesis.4 
There is no doubt of Buber 1s position when one grasps the totality of 
his thought. The follolring excerpt illustrates his point of view: 
1. Ibid. 2. Cf. Buber, Between Han and }'lan, p. 204. 
3. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 43 
4. Warren E. Steinkraus, "Berke ley 1 s Wisdom on Other Hinds 11 (unpublished 
paper pre sented t~ the Personalistic Discussion Group, Harvard Uni-
versity , December 27, 1957), pp. 10-12. 
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A sceptical verdict about the ability of philosophy to lead to 
and contain truth is in no -vray here implied. The possibility of 
cogitative truth does not, indeed, mean a cogitative possession 
of being, but a cogitative real relation to being.l 
Here, Buber carefully points out that there is no 11 cogitative possession 
of being"-- i.e. no direct l"Jlowing . Steinkraus quotes this passage to sup-
port his criticism of Buber's theory of knowledge: 
Something else is not "given" and God then elicited from it; 
but God is the Being that is directly, most nearly, and last-
ingly over against us, that may prcperly only be addressed, 
not expressed.2 
It vrill be noticed that vrhen Buber is talking about the I-Thou relation-
ship, he is careful, as usual, not to use the word, knowledge. A con-
cept of God may be derived by inference on the I-It level but awareness 
of God on the I-Thou level comes by the lived life. The latter sense, 
in which Buber would say that God cannot be inferred, will be discussed 
under the section, "Existential Mode." 
One ma;y ask vrhy the I-Thou relation with God is so important. Evi-
dence for God's existence admittedly can be communally shared only on 
the I-It level. Hovr may one test the validity of confrontation if it 
is not subject to communication, and therefore, can not be publicly 
verified. There are several answers that may be made to this query. 
First, the verification of any existing truth or relation is private, 
or subjective. Even when public fact s are verified the experience of 
verification occurs in two or more private minds. In the case of an 
I-Thou relation the public facts to be verified would consist first of 
the coherent thought structure that two subjects agreed upon as ac-
1. Buber, loc. cit. 2. Buber, ££· cit., pp. 80-81. 
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ceptable. Then I-Thou relation would become possible with the whole 
being of the believer going out for a meeting. An I-Thou relation is, 
in the nature of the case, denied any subject who has no original con-
viction, and who makes no commitment of himself. Of course, unconscious 
psychological blocks may keep a subject from becoming aware of meeting. 
There is no scientific prescription which may be followed to demon-
strate that God is in dialogical relation. The discussion on freedom 
will indicate why this may be necessary. However, the fact--public 
fact-is that many people commit themselves on the basis of a value 
structure at whatever level their understanding may be and there does 
follow the dialogical relation to God. 
Confusion may arise when critics mistake the I-Thou relation as 
the proving of the existence of a certain kind of God. Since it is 
possible to have certitude ev~n in cases of error, how is the I-Thou 
relation open for checking? Such an approach utterly misses the mean-
ing of the dialogical relation. Proof refers to essence, the what; it 
can not refer to the relation. Then the question arises: 11 0f what good 
is the I-Thou relation; why is it primary?" The answer is that the 
authenticity of one's .I is found only in an I-Thou relation. "For the 
.I of the primary word I-Thou is a different .I from that of the primary 
word I-It. 111 The essence of evil is in the losing of the integrity 
of one's being. The It-world of philosophy, technology, economics, 
politics, feelings, ~., has the power to overtake one as a gambl-
ing fever possesses a gambler. The It-world, because of its verifi-
ability, because of its being the world of 11public11 facts is mistaken for 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 3. 
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Reality, and assumes the mastery of the ! which, in turn, loses its 
integrity. Very soon machines run men, the state overrides the indivi-
dual, profits and property assume the ascendancy over persons, persons 
become a commodity.1 All this comes about because man all01-J"S his con-
ceptual knoHledge to become divorced from concrete occurences. He re-
moves this thought-system from the concrete source--an I-Thou relation. 
Having his mm I to lose meaning, he depersonalizes everything in his 
own life space. This is 1..rhat evil is. 2 Han is in bondage to things 
rather than in communit,y vlith persons. "Hov.r powerful is the unbroken 
v.rorld of It, and how delicate are the appearances of tJ.1e Thou! 113 11But this 
is the exaltecl melancholy of our fate, that every thou in our -vmrld must 
become an It.'~4 So ivhen relations are looked at, they become experience 
and are immediately on the I-It level. 
The developing of the function of experiencing and using comes 
about thgough the decrease of man's po1ver to enter into re-
lations. 
But experience, and especially feeling, seems so real. 
For the most personal life of all seems to reside in feelin~s, 
and if, like the modern man, you have learned to concern your-
self with your o>m. feelings, despair at their unreality l·lill 
not easily instruct you , in a better v.ray--for despair is also 
an int~resting feeling .b . 
When the I-It >vorld drugs man 1 s sensitivity to the point that he 
thinks his feelings, even his feelings for community, are uppermost, or 
that his philosophy of brotherhood is ever so adequate, he is on a 
1. Ibid., pp. 46-72· 
4. Ibid., p . 16. 
2. Ibid.' p. 46. 
5. Ibid. ' p • 43. 
3. Ibid., p . 98. 
6 . Ibid.' pp . 44-45. 
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suicidal path to isolation which destroys community. 
The true community does not arise through peoples having 
feelings for one another (though indeed not without it) but 
through, first, their taking their stand in living mutual 
relation vrith a living Centre, and second, their being in 
living mutual relation with one another. The second has 
its source in the first, but is not given when the first 
alone is given. Living mutual relation includes feelings, 
but does not originate with them. The community is built 
up of living mutual relation, but the builder is the living 
effective Centre.l 
Now it becomes manifest that 1-rhat the unknm-ring might term Buber's 
monotony of theme is really a burden on his heart, an evangel for the 
salvation of persons-in-community. It is not that t he I-It (knowledge-
experience ) vrorld is i n;ferior in itself. The evil lies in disregarding 
its roots f rom lvhich healthy nutriment is dravm. 
If a man lets it have the mastery, the cont inually grm-ring 
1-rorld of It overruns him and robs him of the reality of his 
mm b till the incubus over him and the ghost vri thin him 
whisper to one another the confession of their non-salvation.2 
Evidence that confrontation in Buber's thought is neither to be 
identified lfit h nor opposed to epistemological dualism is to be seen in 
the fact that one may have an I-Thou relation 1-rith non-personal objects. 
These may be objects in the 1-rorld of nature or vrhat he calls intelligible 
forms . 3 He uses a tree to illustrate his point. One can lmovi all that 
science has to say about the t ree. That kind of l".novledge •·rould be on 
the I-It level and in the Kantian sense. Then through ''1-rill and grace" 
he may so consider the tree t hat he becomes "bound up in relation to 
• J~ T1 ~~... . 
1. Ibid.' p. 45. 
3· Ibid., p . 6 -11· 
2. Ibid., p . 46. 
The tree is no impression, no play of my imagination, no value 
depending on my moodj but it is bodied over against me and has 
to do with me, as I with it--onl y in a different way.l 
i·lhen one looks at a tree and lets the tree "speak" to him, he subtracts 
no part of the physical tree which is an object of knovrledge . Still, 
he adds nothing to the actual tree before him . He becomes kin to it 
in that the life- force ivhich assimilates elements from earth and air 
to f oster grovrth and reproduction is the life-force which is the essence 
of his mm being . The "arms" of the tree reach out to the source of 
light in an attitude of dependence and yet not servility, of obedience 
to the decrees of Environment, yet not obsequious. Man's spirit reaches 
to the Eternal Thou in the same vray . To be sure man has projected an 
interpretation onto the tree but it is an interpretation based on the 
solid facts of the concrete present. But maybe this is not merely pro-
jection . Buber says it is the '\.rord" of Being spoken to man . In some 
such f ashion man enters into an I - Thou relation vrith the tree, rather, 
vith the Eternal Thou hidden behind the tree . I t is like knovring the 
poet through the poem he has vrritten: 
In such a vray, out of the givers of the signs, the speakers of 
the vrords in lived l ife, out of themoment Gods there ar~ses 
for us a single identity the Lord of the voice, the One . 
·rn. s1.un : i n t his section the attempt has been made to clarify the 
relation of lmm-rledge to dialogic rel ation in Buber' s ·t hought . In no 
iVay does he confuse immediacy of relation -...rith immediacy of knovrledge. 
He affirms immediacy of relation, meaning something similar to iVhat 
Allport means by ego- involvement3 but he just as strongly affirms 
l. Ibid., p . 7-8 . 2. Buber, Betvreen Man and Man, p . 15 . 
3· Loc . cit . 
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mediacy of knovrledge. Hi thout reason (knmdedge), one >vould not know 
he was having a relation any more than a pebble could be avmre of re-
lat ion. Rel i gious relat i on in adults presupposes knowledge--the epis-
t emic mode. Without a contradict ion, i t may be said that all knmded.ae 
0 ' 
including all religious knowledge, presupposes and is derived from re-
lation because the I which is aware of relation first comes into be i ng 
and is sustained by meeting a Thou. "Through t he Thou a man becomes I. nl 
Even though the possibility of meeting a Thou is mediated through sense 
exnerience, it is the Thou \-rhich makes possible the I of relation. This 
_! becomes separated and is t he I of I-It, \·rhich is the I of the know-
ledge continuum. ~fuen a person concentrates himself into a whole for 
relig ious reality , "thought is naturally also included as an autonomous 
province but one which no longer strives to absolut ize its autonomy . ''2 
Mediat e knowledge, which comes through epistemological dualism and 
which at bes t is only a certain uncertainty, is indispensable for the 
structure of shared living. The source and sustenance of t he I of shared 
living is t he !-Thou relation. The epistemic mode of the !-Thou relation 
is to be distinguished from the epistemological problem of how dat a be-
come propositions of religious knowledge. 
iii. Psychological MOde 
The preceding section dealt with the fact that t he !-Thou relation 
with God is t he stat e which exists \-rhen the whole person, committed to 
l. Buber, .2.E.. cit., p. 28. 
2. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 44 • 
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the highest that he knows, goes out to meet Another. Perhaps the llgoes 
out to meet 11 should be amended to include those times vrhen the whole 
person is open, and, in his openness, becomes aware that he is being 
addressed by Another. The difference between the wholeness in this re-
la tion and the partial nature of kl1o1..rledge which is 11held off at arm 1 s 
length" cannot be conceived in comparable terms. It is like co:¢.paring 
a letter from one 1s lover to an embrace by that lover. The same standard 
cannot be applied to both. The difference be~reen knowledge and relation 
is the difference between concepts and Being, life thought about and life 
1 lived, beU.reen ideals and action, bet1:1een 11 the chrysalis and the butt,erfly. n 
Each has its 01m indispensable place. It would be impossible for an adult 
to have an I-Thou relation v.rith God and not bring along his reservoir of 
knowledge. Without his knowledge, he would not have an! sufficiently 
equipped to enter relation with God. 
But in lived reality there is not something thinking without 
something thought, rather is the thinking no less dependent on 
the thing thought than the latter on the former. 2 A subject de-prived of its object is deprived of its reality. 
Another way of looking at the I-1hou relation is to examine what may 
be termed the psychological mode. The psychological mode refers to the 
mechanisms, which are set in motion VThen a belief or set of beliefs ·is 
accepted as true and adopted into one 1s motivations. It wo uld also re-
fer to pathological elements which would obstruct the normative belief-
situation, but in tl1is study, those element.s are not considered relevant. 
Before going any further, it may be well to diagram the distinctions: 
1. Ibid., p. 17. 2. Ibid., pp. 89-90. 
Relation of I-Thou to I-It 
I-Thou Helation Psychology: I-It Epistemology:. I-It 
1. Securing the 1. The Data 1. Interpreting 
data the data 
2. Present exist-
-"> 2. JVIemory, ex- 2. Philosophy of ence perience ~ religion 3. Fulfilment 3. Feeling-cog- 3. Faith in a 
Presence nition proposition 
Additions to 
apperceiving 
mass 
_ ooted 
""n 
' 
The Organism 
Body 
Consciousness 
The Unconscious 
Capacities 
Drive to Self-
actualization 
Buber•s main theme is that ~~e I-It, though absolutely indispen-
sable for pe r sons in community, is always derived from the I-Thou re-
lation. In religion an I-It precedes I-Thou also. 
That is the melancholy of man, and his greatness. For that is 
hovr knowledge comes about, a 1.vork is achievld' and image and 
symbol made, in the midst of living beings. 
The greatness of man lies not only in the fact that he can develop an I 
in the I-Thou relation, but that he can banish the Thou to become an 
It to serve him in the realm of reason. 
1. Ibid., p. l.1.0. 
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But the destiny of the relational event is here set forth 
in the most pmverful way . The stronger the response the more 
strongly does it bind up the Thou and banish it to be an object.l 
As the i·rorld comes into being, it can be carried back into the 
1-rorld of relation, into the concrete present which, through addressing 
him, bred his response in the first place. 
But that which has been so changed into It, hardened into 
a thing among things, has had the nature and disposition put 
into it to change back again and again. This -vras the meaning 
in that hour of the spirit when spirit 1•as joined to man and 
bred the response in him--again and again that which has the 
status of object must blaze up into presentness and enter the 
elemental state from which it came, to be looked on and lived 
in the present by men.2 
So the I-Thou relation is always the source of the l-It 1-rorld, as shown 
in the diagram. Yet that l-It world, composed of psychological data and 
interpretations of them, goes back into the next I-Thou event along ,.,i th 
the given component, which, in the relational event may be called the 
existential mode. The diagram on the following page illustrates these 
relationships. 
1. Ibid., p. 39· 
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The Modes of I-Thou Relation in Perspective 
I-Thou Relation I I-It Experience 
I 
I 
I 
I 
Existential : Psychological Epistemic ~ Psychology Epistemolog-.f Mode I Mode Mode I 
I 
I 
I 
:· 
\_ ~~ 
THE ORGANISM 
The Body 
Consciousness 
/ The Unconscious Capacities 
Drive to Fulfilment 
(Collect ive Unconscious ? ) 
The diagram is given to illustrate Buber' s mm 1.rords: 
The particular Thou, after the relational event has run its 
course, _is bound to become an It. 
The particular It, by entering the relational event, may be-
come a Thou.l --
1-lithout It man cannot live. But he vrho lives 1vith It alone 
i s not a marl:'"2 
Back to the r .elation lev~J,.s ~ as represented by the I-Thou relation 
and the I-It experience: though the psychological mode and the psychologi-
cal data of religious experi ence are on two different levels, it is neces-
sary to examine the data on the It level first. 
1. Ibid., p . 33. 2. Ibid.' p. 34. 
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(l) The Organism . --" In a great act of philosophizing, even the 
finger-tips think . . . ITl "Finger-tips" in this sentence, is, un-
doubtedly, a figure of speech. However, when Buber speaks of "the 
vrhole person, " he includes the body. The body, as the physical com-
ponent of the organism, receives sensations which make possible the 
event of relation. The primitive man has sensations of the moon \-Then 
he first meets the "dynamic, stirring image of the moon's effect. "2 
The dynamic stirring is the I-Thou relation 1-rith the moon . \fuen the 
moon becomes an image thought about, it becomes an object of I -It ex-
perience. The pre- natal child begins to register sensations long before 
the post-natal child enters his first I-Thou relation . 3 Instead of 
examining epistemology at the advanced level of symbolic thought , it 
seems that the biologically- given is the proper place for p-sychology 
to begin. It is not necessary to examine the metaphysical problem of 
the relationship of mind and body to see the t-vro as components of one 
living organism. A number of psychologists have affirmed the intimacy 
of the connection. They support Buber's position. 
Gordon W. Allport defines personality as "the dynamic organization 
within the individual of those psychophysical systems that determine his 
unique adjustments to his environment . "4 i-lilliam Stern, another per-
l. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 44 . 2. Buber, I and Thou, p . 19. 
3- Ibid., p. 25. 
4. Personality: A Psychological Interpretation (Nevr York: Henry Holt 
and Company, 1937), p . 38. 
sonalistic psychologist, vie1vs the person as a totality, a totality 
having its relationship appear in three modes: vitality, experience 
(world of objects), and introception (world of values).1 Franz Alex-
ander looks upon the human organism as a unit with interconnecting 
parts.2 Paul Johnson favors a multiple-relationship theory as being 
more adequate to describe the intricate stresses and causa-
tions of a healthy, groWing organism where the whole and all 
the parts are mutually interdependent with events and persons 
of the environment.3 
Kurt Goldstein has assembled evidence from his study of soldiers with 
brain damage to indicate that the organism acts as a whole. He con-
cludes that there is only "one drive--the drive to self-actualization. "4 
\·lhen the organism is out of harmony, or is sick, it tends to overcom-
pensate by magnifying some special activity. This leads to the im-
pression that a particular activity is a drive. 
One of the basic errors of the Freudian theory is that the 
tendencies observable in sick people are considered as the 
basic drives of the normal human being.5 
Compare Buber on this point: 
Hitherto man thought >Vith his whole body to the very finger-
tips; from now on he thinks only with his brain. Only now does 
Freud receive the object of his psychology and Scheler the object 
1. General Psychology: from the Personalistic Standpoint, tr. H. D. 
Spoerl (Ne•r York : The Macmillan Company, 1938). 
2. Psychosomatic Medicine (New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1950), p. 12 . 
3. "Margins of Consciousness,!! The Philosophical Forum, 13 (1955), 17. 
4. The Organism: A Holistic Approach to Biology Derived from Patholog-
ical Data in Man_, 11 American Psychology Series, 11 Henry E. Garrett, 
general editor (New York: American Book Co., 1939), pp. 197-198. 
5. (Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts: Harvard University Press, 195~, p. 143. 
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of his anthropology--the sick man, cut off from the world and 
divided into spirit and instincts. So long as we suppose that 
this sick man is man, man in general, 'ire shall not heal him.l 
The point affirmed here is that the human organism, like other organisms, 
has a nature to be fulfilled. It is the nature of a living organism on 
any level to interact with its environment in such a manner as to pro-
mote its own fulfilment. Significant for understanding the bio-psycho-
genesis of knowledge is t o aclmowledge that an organism 1 s behavior has 
meaning. 
The behavior of a normal individual is to be understood only 
if considered from the point of view that those performances 
are always fulfilled which are most important for the organ-
ism.2 
This is true of animals as it is of man: 
A living organism, however high or low it be in the hierarchy 
of evolution, is distinguished from an inanimate object by a 
tendency to adapt itself to changes in its environment.3 
The spermatazoon and the ovum behave in their environment to actualize 
their natures. They use only the resources which promote their nature 
at that level. During the period of gestation the fetus interacts 
\·ri th its environment in such a way that its nature can push further to-
ward fulfilment. The organism, acting to fulfil itself, is the starting 
place for knovrledge, belief, and relation. 
(2) The Genesis of Relation. Buber -vrould s.ay that in the womb 
the fetus begins t o feel its needs met. 
l. Buber, Bet1-reen Man and Man, p. 198. 2. Goldstein, ibid., p. 143. 
3· John Hick, Fait h and Knowledge:. A MOdern Introduction to the Prob-
lem of Religious Knmrledge (Ithaca, Nev York: Cornell University 
Press, 1957), p. 26. 
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The ante-natal life of the child is one of purely natural com- 1 bination, bodily interaction and flowing from one to the other. 
The organism may have myriad capacities, appropriate ones of which may 
be activated as the occasion may require. 
vfuat are usually called drives are tendencies corresponding to 
the capacities and the nature of the organism and to the en-
vironment 1-rhich the organism is living in at a given time. It 
is better to speak of "needs. 11 The organism has definite po-
tentialities and becau~e it has them, it has the need to actu-
alize or realize them. 
Buber thinks that it is the organism 1 s experience in its mother's 1vomb 
that first awakens its highest capacities. 
Its life's horizon, as it comes into being, seems in a unique 
way to be, and yet again not to be, traced in that of the life 
that bears it. For it does not rest only in the womb of the hu-
man mother. Yet this connexion has such a cosmic quality that 
the mythical saying of the Jews, 11in the mother's body man lmows 
the universe, ••• 11 reads like the imperfect decipherment of an 
inscription from earliest times. And it remains indeed in man as 
a secret image of desire. • • • The yearning is for the cosmic 
connexion, with its true Thou, of this life that has burst forth 
into spirit. ----
In the womb the unborn baby feels warmth, protection, securit,y and 
satisfaction. There is an aliveness of relation. Elements of the mother 
have provided the being of the organism yet the organism is beginning to 
have an existence all its own, with its own vase-neuro-muscular independ-
ence. There comes a day when to enjoy this particular satisfaction 
any longer would mean the death of himself and of his mother. His 
nature demands birth to a higher level so that other latencies may be 
actualized. Already he has developed a disposition to feel, and even a 
disposition to act on his feelings. Then after having that activity (c.cy-
need·) met, there is a disposit.ion to react in feelings. As his need is 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 25. 2. Goldstein, ££• cit., p. 146. 
2. Buber, loc. cit .• 
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fulfilled, he assents--i.e., he has sat.isfp,ction. As t.he body ce.lls ex-
perience satisfaction, the infant's awareness--as limited as it is--reg-
isters satisfaction. 1 
The experience of the organism in the unborn state seems to reg-
ister in an unconscious memory so that after birth it still craves well 
adjusted relationship to its environment. At t.he same time when the 
proper maturity was reached, there was a need to separate so that a 
higher relation cou~d be entered. Otto rlank finds in the r elation-
ship-separation tension a permanent feature stamped upon the organism 
. 2 in the trauma of b1rth. Bubar's dialogical relation includes both 
poles of Rank's relationship-separation tension. The important point 
is that the organism's dispositions to appropriate from the environment 
whatever enhances its growth is being taken up by the infant's mental 
life. As at-rareness develops, that new· aspect plays an increasing role 
in 1-rhat is selected from the environment to promote growt,h. Through 
awareness, the external world is made accessible to the infant in a new 
way. 
It becomes crystal clear to us t hat the spiritual reality of 
the primary words arises out of a natural reality, that o£ the 
primary word I-Thou out of natural combinations, • • • ... 
In other words in the physical connection between mother and child there 
1. Cf. Charles Hartshorne, 11 Chance, Love and Incompatibility, 11 The 
Philosophical Review, 58 (1949), 429-450. 
2. Will Therapy: Anal. sis of the Thera utic Process in Terms of 
Relationship, trans. Jessie Taft New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 
1936); Trauma of Birth, trans. from the German (New York: Harcourt, 
Brace and Company, 1929). 
3. Buber, I and Thou, p. 24. 
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have also been feelings and dispositions to act on feeling plus 
the experiences of satisfaction after frustration of needs. Afterbirth 
there gradually arises the awareness of the mother, as being a Thou 
different from his mm I. Novr he has the emergence of a self--a self 
which can remember after-effects of this relation and thus set up a 
vorld of objects and experiences. This transition from the I-Thou 
relation to the I-It experience, Buber says, comes about by the child's 
perceiving that his ovm body is separate from the 1.,rorld, also by his 
framing an object in his memory follovring the relation 1-rhich he has just 
had. 1 
First comes the possibility of relation, then relation itself (l 
can say Thou), then the l can separate itself from i t s Thou for the 
experience of knm-rledge and belief. Novr with his capacity to experience, 
he can use the -..-rorld of I-It to promote his further fulfilment. 2 
~fuen the I of relation has stepped forth and taken on separate 
existence, it also moves, strangely tenuous and reduced to 
merely functional activity, into the natural, actual event of 
the separation of the body from the vrorld round about it, and 
awakens there the state in vrhich I is properly active. Only 
nmr can the conscious act of the l take place .3 
1-l.hen Buber makes this statement he adds : 
Of course this happens in a "primitive" form and not in the 
form of a "theory of lmovrledge. "4 
~J this he means that the child is unconscious that he is developing a 
lmm-ring process. He accumulates many experiences on the feeling and 
responding level to enable the moment of "dialogue" to come into being. 
l. Ibid., pp. 26, 27. 
3· Ibid., p. 23· 
2. Ibid., pp. 25-28. 
4. Ibid. 
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(3) The Belief Si tuat.ion.--By the time the ! can first say Thou, 
a large apperceiving mass has already been fonned. This general focus 
of meaning becomes the pattern vrhich awareness uses to make selections 
out of its environment. F.rom its inception the organism has habitually 
reacted in terms of i t.s nature at each current level. 1tJben the I 
emerges out of awareness, it retains i t.s urge to get into relation--a 
concrete event. As relational events recede into memory and become It, 
the organism experiences "actual exemplars 11 of a class.1 From this 
empirical base, universals (resemblances) come into a1-vareness and the 
2 person begins to assemble his tools for abstract thought. The burden 
of Buber 's life<•rork is to help man keep his universals rooted in con-
crete experience and prevent their becoming mistaken fo:r H.eality. It 
is easy for the abstract side of man's life to detach itself in a sort of 
absolut,ized aut,onomy and forget the source of its meaning. 11 How po1~er-
ful is the unbroken world of It, and how delicate are the appearances 
of the Thou! 113 The glory of man is that he can use his free abstract 
thought. to discern what lvill promote the highest development of his na-
ture--i.e., to make a coherent selectaon of belief-propositions. But to 
do this there is the ever-recurring necessity to renounce the original 
relational bond, the reality v-rh ich takes place between .! and 'Ihou, the 
spontaneity of the moment. 4 The primordial cosmic desire for relation 
1. 
2. 
Buber, K~lipse of God, p. 41. 
H. H. Price, Thinking and ~erience (Cambridge ~ Massachusetts: Har-
vard University Press, 19 3), Chapter II. 
3. Buber, I and Thou, p. 98. 4. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 42 . 
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which awakened in the womb, expresses itself in an instinct to make con-
tact with Thou "first by touch then by 'visual' touch of another being."l 
When this happens, "the inborn Thou is very soon brought to its full povr-
ers, so that the instinct ever more clearly turns out to mean mutual re-
lation, 'tenderness. •" 2 Here is seen the genesis of a proposition such 
as ~'Jtr mother is tender." With this proposition, the exposition has nm• 
come to the point where the psychological content makes the transition 
to epistemology. Modern epistemology is largely concerned \vi th a propo-
sition regarded as true, and with the attitudes surrounding it.3 The 
psychological aspect of the belief-situation is at once resumed when the 
proposition receives the person's assent, which assent means that the 
proposition is introjected and embraced as one's ovm. 4 The ego becomes 
involved. The very nature of reason is that connections may be seen in 
such a manner that a difference in consequences can be perceived. When 
the person reasons, "Of all the courses to take, that is the best one, " 
what he means is "If I am ever in a place where that choice needs to 
be made, that is the one vrhich I shall embrace. " The drive to fulfil-
ment converts such assent into a disposition to act, which is also ac-
companied by a disposition to have an emotion of conviction.5 All these 
elements combine to involve the whole person so that an !-Thou relation 
may be entered. 
Take the proposition, "I am my neighbor's keeper." When this is 
Buber, oo. cit., p. 28 . 
..;;..;.... --
2. Ibid.' p. 28. 
3- Hick, op. cit., p. 30. 4. Ibid., pp. 31-32. 
5. Ibid., p. 39· 
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adopted, the believer's plans and decisions are colored by its meaning. 
All that the 1-rord neighbor connotes is embraced in assent. A hierarchy 
of sub-propositions is "taken for granted" without conscious thought. 
The question is: where is belief when it is not before the conscious 
mind? Hick comes to the conclusion that given a continuing unified l, 
"assent generates a persisting dispositional state"; at the same time 
assent itself is not that dispositional state. The non-rational elements 
taken over from the superego, items of "taken for granted" sub-proposi-
tions, and factors from the environment unconsciously absorbed--all these 
form a part of the person's apperceiving mass 1-rithout conscious assent .1 
There are other factors which stem from a pathological state such as 
assent with no dispositional state following, contradictory assents, et 
cetera vrhich do not obey the normative rule of' having dispositional 
states or readiness to act to form the repository of beliefs not before 
the conscious mind. 2 The alcoholic may assent ever so vigorously to a 
plan for his own sobriety, but his pathological state intercepts the 
generating of the disposition to act on his assent. 
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It was seen under the section "The Organism," that the living 
organism chooses to act on its environment in accordance with its dis-
position. \fuen avrareness appeared on the human level this same propensity 
was evidenced by the mental life--to arrange connections in some sort of 
gestalt. Then lvith the whole being's going out to meet a concrete situa-
tion, the I-Thou relation developed to empower the person vri th the 
ability to be a consciously-thinking individual. In other >mrds the 
l. Ibid., p. 40. 2. Ibid., pp. 40-41. 
emergence of the ! meant the concurrent emergence of the abstracting 
ability to form universals and set up propositions. 
Here is an outline of Buber 1 s I-Thou relation and I-It knmdng: 
(1) the human organism, (2) the physical organism interacting with 
its environment in accord 1~th its nature, (3) the fetus picking up, 
or a't-Takening to, this same pro.pensi ty in its unconscious mental life 
and doing it through bodily feelings, (4) the fetus having certain 
dispositions to feel, which dispositions are in accord with the drive 
for self-fulfilment of the budding mind (rather, developing organism), 
(.5) the fetus having a disposition t.o react with emotional satisfaction, 
(6) the nevroorn baby's continuing this process through awareness and 
adding other sense experiences to its apperceiving mass, (7) the 
infant's experiencing an I-Thou relation 1~th an object or with a 
person, (8) recession of that event into memory, (9 ) abstraction of · 
the I from the not-_!, (10) formation of universals out of "actual 
exemplars" (resemblances), (11) formulating of simple propositions, 
(12) assent, (13) dispositions to act or think, (14) disposition to 
have an emotion of conviction, (1.5) the whole of these built-up 
factors entering a new I-Thou relation. One important element is missing 
from this summary of Buber 's epistemology but that will be dealt Hi th in 
the next section on "Existential Hode. 11 
The steps listed above from number eleven through number fourteen 
are the scheme taken over from John Hick. However, on the I-It level, 
they fit Buber's way of thitlking. 
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(4) The Eternal Thou. --The great hazard of trying to analyze 
the I-Thou relation is that relation tends to become "It-ified." How-
ever, it is tempting at this point to examine the interpenetration of 
the physical, ethical, and religious worlds to appreciate fully the e x-
planations vrhich have been set up upon the foundation of inference .1 At 
each step of such a route there would be psychological interpretations 
built on the cumulative apperceptive mass in the person's mental equip-
40 
ment. It would be instructive to see hmv the organism continues at higher 
and higher levels to interpret according to its mm nature (apperceiving 
mass), and how, finally, there comes a gestalt of the whole to form a 
reasonable idea of God. It -vrould be inst ruc t ive to take a somewhat alter-
nate route and examine the truth of putative apprehension to see how the 
proponents of that view arrive at their interpretations. 2 The mystics' 
via negativa -vrould offer still further material for psychological under-
standing. Buber is interested in all of these elements and he would be 
quick to appreciate hovr they enter the psychological make-up of the human 
organism. He would accept them for what they are--as belonging to the 
world of It. His main concern is to get to the concrete source of explana-
tions, to handle something of a different logical typej namely, the I-
Thou relation. 
It helps to understand Buber's interpretation of the relation of 
the I to its Eternal Thou to recall his conversion from the "religious " 
2. 
Bertocci, ~. cit. j F. R. Tennant , Philosophical Theology, 2 vols. 
(Cambridge, England: At the University Press, 1928). 
Hick, 2£· cit.j Hocking, ~· cit.j John Baillie, Our Knovrledge of 
God (London: Oxford Uhiversity Press, Ll9327 1952). 
to the everyday. There -vras a period in his life \vhen he conceived the 
religious life along the lines of the mystic. It was the unusual moment, 
the life apart, or the life of rigid self-denial, that seemed important. 1 
Then he came to see that the living God is not to be found in systems of 
t hought nor in asceticism. The essence of religion 1-ras to be found in 
somet hing far more elemental and closer to dynamics of the organism. God 
is everywhere in the world, waiting for human persons to hear His address. 
Hovr foolish and hopeless vould be the man who turned aside 
from the course of his life in order to seek God; even though 
he won all the "'lfisdom of soli tude and all the pm-rer of con-
centrated being, he would miss God. • • . Every relational 
event .is a st~e that affords him a glimpse into the consum-
mating event. 
Buber tells vrhy he turned from the 1-ray of the philosopher and of the 
mystic: 
If you explore the life of things and of conditioned being 
you come to the unfathomable, if you deny the life of things 
and of conditioned being, you stand before nothingness, if 
you hallow this life you meet the living God.3 
Men d'o not find God if they stay in the world. They do not 
find Him if they leave the -vrorld. He viho goes out vri th his 
whole being to meet his Thou and carries to it 11 being that 
is in the tr.orld, finds Him who cannot be sought. 
On the brink of relation the wonder of the event is likely to exceed 
the relational act and a feeling of unity is liable to s1-rallovr up the 
relation. 
But the central reality of the everyday hour on earth, with a 
streak of sun on a maple t-vrig and the glimpse of the eternal 
Thou, is greater for us than all enigmatic webs on the brink 
of being.) 
These particular references do not indicate hmv relation comes about 
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1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 86. 
4. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 8o. 3. Ibid. p. 79· 
5· Ibid., pp. 87-88. 
butwhere it occ.urs. The critiewould say that Buber confuses "the 
psychological with the logical account of how others are known. • •• 
They give us not an epistemic theory but merely some inten$e poetic 
statements about important human experiences. 111 The critic deserves 
momentary sympathy when he- further asks: 
Are they really providing us with an adequate substitute 
for careful epistemology? Just how does another self con-
front me in the I-Thou relation, or via the look? What 
logical structures in the moving mind enable it to speak 
of other selves?2 
Though the critic is concerned with how one knows other human minds, the 
confrontation problem is the same with respect to knowing God. His 
questions on how to know any other minds cry out for answers. That he 
feels bereft of answers indicates that he has only scanned I and Thou 
and has lifted excerpts out of the context of the whole. Further, he 
has misunderstood Buber 1 s interpreters3 instead of learning what Buber, 
himself, is saying. Though sympathy for the critic vanishes, his question 
stands as legitimate. Steinkraus quotes this passage: 
God cannot be inferred in anything--in nature, say, as its 
author, or in history as its master, or in the subject as the 
self that is thought in it. Something else is not "given 
and God then elicited from it; but God is the Being that is 
directly, most nearly, and lastingly over against us, that 
may properly only be addressed, not expressed,4 . 
It looks as i£ Buber is really against the work o£ the epistemologist . 
1. Steinkraus, 2£· £ii., p. 12. 2. Ibid. 
3. Harold Schulweis, "The Personalism of Martin :Suber," The Personalist, 
33 (1952), 132; Maurice S. Friedman, "Martin Buber 1 s Theory of Know-
ledge," Review of Metaphysics, 8 (1954); Ronald G. Smith, "Trans-
lator's Introduction," in Buber, I and Thou, p. xii. 
4. Buber, I and Thou, pp. 80-81. 
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Buber's treatment of religion and philosophy shows conclusively that he 
considers Steinkraus' work important and necessary, as long as he real-
izes that it is an abstraction, and therefore, not the whole man. 
I-It finds its highest concentration and illumination in phil-
osophical knmvledge. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
The religious reality of the meeting •vi t h the IV1eeter, >-Iho 
shines through all forms and is Himself formless, knows no 
image of Him, nothing comprehensible as object. It knows only 
t he presence of the Present One. Symbols of Him, Hhether 
images or ideas, ahrays exist first when and insofar as 'l'hou 
becomes He, and that means It. • • • And, God, so 1-re surmise, 
does not despise all these similarly and necessarily untrue images, 
but rather suffers that one look at Him through them. Yet they 
always quickly desire to be more than they are, more than signs 
and pointers towards Him. It finally happens ever again that they 
swell themselves up and obstruct the way to Him, and He removes 
Biffiself . f~om them. 
For Buber, after t he work of inference is completed, and one has a solid 
foundation upon which to take his stand, he still c an commit himself 
wholeheartedly to t hat stand. Though it is not necessary for overt ac-
tion to occur (involving the body), it is necessary for such earnestness 
of commitment to be present that there is total readiness f or action. 
This is another v1ay of saying that a man is in relation. The lfhole process 
has been subjective, but it has had an objective reference. The inborn 
Thou, a category of being, structures the gestalted mental processes into 
an awareness of relation. Steinkraus differs from ~ber in that he begins 
43 
with an abstracted, isolated f, whereas Buber ends with an actualized social 
I. Buber accounts for the emergence of the original ! ps,ychologically, but 
in religious relation, he relies upon a logical structure, t he inborn Thou. 
1. Buber, Eclipse of God, pp. 44-46. 
To illustrate 1vhat is meant~ take the example of a man who feels guilty 
for stealing a five dollar bill. He entertains the faith-proposition~ 
"God forgives sins." By normative epistemological procedure~ he em-
braces this proposition as true. His assent (ego involvement) generates 
a disposition to act~ accompanied by an emotion of conviction. In Buber's 
thinking the .! is not to be given up~ 11but that false self-asserting in-
stinct that makes a man flee to the possessing of things . .•. "l There-
fore~ he takes his vrhole being~ including his sinful self~ out to ''meet 
grace and to persist in it. " He has returned the stolen money~ vrhich 
act was an earnest of his whole being in the disposition to act. If he 
makes the common mistake of saying that he has done his part by simply 
asking forgiveness~ he is not likely to be any di f ferent. On the other 
hand if his disposition to act carries through to the limit and he waits 
to find himself addressed by the Forgiving One~ he can say "Thank you~ 
God. tr Here is an ethical involvement and action as elemental as vras his 
relation to his mother in the fetal state. His interaction lfith Reality 
is of the same quality l·rith the exception that the quality appears to be 
different since he now has an expanded capacity. This pattern sounds 
like a scientific formula for absolution but it is an alive act not a 
printed prescription. The man is not the same as he was before. 
The man 1vho emerges from the act of pure relation 'that so in-
volves his being has now in his being something more than has 
grmm in him~ of which he did not knmv before and whose origin 
he is not rightly able to indicate. . . . The reality is that 
vre receive >·rhat >-Te did not hitherto have~ and receive it in such 
a way that we knov it has been given to us.2 
1. Ibid.~ p. 78. 2 . Ibid.~ p. l09. 
What this seems to mean is that relation with God includes the kno1ving 
component of one's being together with all other components united in 
one whole. The drive to fulfilment combined with the f aith proposition 
generates the organism's power to interact in accord with it~ highest 
nature (ethical concern plus desire for relation ) . 
The objective part of the I-Thou relation lies in the set of co-
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herent beliefs which a man has built up. Buber does not refer to ecology, 
but man may see a relation be tween the physical world and all grot-ring things, 
and an interrelation of all growing t.hings to each other. He may further 
see hov-r the physical world supports his moral action, and hol-T community 
draws out his sense of moral obligation; how :esthetic experience provide s 
stimulation and energy for his moral v-rill, and how the 1-fhole fits together 
in a purpose. In short, he may be captivated by the wider teleological 
argument for the existence of God, so that he "has a reason for the f aith 
tha.t is in him. 11 Bu.ber majored in the history of philosophy and in the 
histol"J of art. He 1-J Ould be thoroughly faniliar with the solid structure 
of reason which could be marshaled to support a belief, though he does not 
bring these elements to his defence in: hi$ pre sentation. 
Bu.ber, rather, treats the possibility of an outreach to God even 
when li tt.le is kno"m of Him. He emphasizes totality of comrni tment, 
rather than intellect.ual elements. However, in the background of his 
thinking there is a tacit assumption that one's reaching out has no 
empty Other as its interest, but that it is a reasonable drive. It is not 
an unre asonable or a blind faith. All the reasonable structure--as modest 
as it may be in some individuals--serves as the "content" to1-rard which 
faith is directed. 
Turning from the objective element to the subjective: 1-1hen a man 
invests himself in, or stands upon, what seems right or reasonable, his 
inner nature is moved toward integration. It is the subjective experience 
of integration, occasioned by reference beyond oneself, which gives ' the 
sense of being 1'met, 11 i.e., the I-'I'hou relation""'-the relation which 
leaves a man different from what he was before the experience. Bubar 
does not say that an infant has an I-Thou relation vrith God. It seems 
to be his assumption that one develops an ! long before he enters an 
I-Thou relation wi t,h God. Man seems to be so made that when integration 
comes, he experiences a sense of well-being, or power. He is free to use 
the abilities he has within him. Stated another way, man has within him-
self all that he needs except the power to bring those abilities to fru-
ition. That power is released by his finding something outside himself 
toward which he reaches. 
fuber's use of the word, "signs," throws light on his idea of 
meeting God. In ordinary parlance a sign is a conventional designation 
l 
whereby everybody may derive a like meaning from a thing. For Bubar 
a sign is that which 11 speaks 11 to a person who is prepared to hear. When 
an object "speaks" to a person, it is present in all its concreteness, 
yet it becomes the 11word 11 of Being. 2 "In what occurs to me, the world-
. 3 
happening addresses me." "Each concrete hour allotted to the person 
1. Friedman, £E.• cit., p. 167. 
2. Bubar, Between Man and Man, pp. 10-13. 
3. Ibid.' p. 11. 
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with its content drawn from the world of destiny, is speech for the man 
who is attentive. 111 In every Thou that a persons meets, whether in phy-
sical nature, with another human being, or ~th intelligible forms, 
the Eternal Thou is present. Buber, saturated in the spirit of the Old 
Testament, never moves away from the awareness of 11In ~beginning, 
God~ 11 To realize God means the "abandonment of the egocentric attitude 
and a complete turning in readiness t o devote one's energies to tbe 
2 
creative task of hallowing every act and every moment. 11 "The place 
where this treasure can be fonnd is the place on which one stands. 113 
In every sphere in its own way, through each process of be-
coming that is present to us, we look tmv-a.r.d the fringe of 
the Eternal 1'hou, in each we are aware of a breath from the 
Eternal Thou; in each Thou we address the Eternal Thou. 11 
Bubar's outlook is meaningless apart from the idea of persons-in-
community. 
The true community does not arise throu~1 people having 
feelings for one another (though indeed not v-ri.thout it), 
but through, first,, their taking their stand in living 
mutual relation with a living Centre, and, secon~ their 
being in living mutual relation with one another. 
Kierkegaard emphasizes the relation which the 11Single One 11 has to God, 
but he resisted a bond ~dth the world. According to the way Buber in-
terpPets Kierkegaard, this is the place at which their positions differ. 
1. Ibid., p. 16. 2. Pfuetze, ~· cit., p. 279. 
J. Martin Buber, The Way of Nan: According to the Teachings of Hasidism 
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1950), p. 42. 
4. Buber, I and Thou, p . 101. 5. Ibid., p. 45. 
6. Buber, Between Man and Han, pp. 40-82. 
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In sum: When a man takes his ,.,hole being into personal relation, 
he takes his knowledge as the epistemic mode, and his belief mechanisms 
as the psychological mode. The psychological mode, strictly speaking, 
has a pre-embryogenetic base. The propensity of the physical organism 
(it may not be merely physical at any stage of development) to adapt 
itself to its environment shows itself in the womb. Through feelings 
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this adaptive-self-actualizing drive is shared by the mental life, even 
in the dark regions of the unconscious before awareness appears. General-
ized consciousness, interacting with environment becomes differentiated 
in the I-Thou relation, after which time the l is increasingly free to 
make choices and to expedite adaptation at an ethical level. Seeds for 
conscious relation were in the unconscious but when the conscious will 
acts upon adaptive-relational propensities, empirical coherence has in-
creasing significance to the organism's ethical--religious development. 
The memory is the repository of the unconsc·ious and conscious disposi-
tions to act and to feel, both those dispositions which led to and made 
relation possible and those ,.,hich follmv :relation in the form of propo-
sitional beliefs. Embedded in those dispositions is the "cosmic longing" 
to get back into relation. Offsetting the ncosmic longing" is the acti-
vity of symbolic thought, which has been set free to enhance the organ~ 
ism's ability to "use.: the environment in the most coherent manner for 
the largest good of community but which also has the power to absolutize 
its autonomy and so may displace the felt need to return to the concrete. 
\fuen meaning, conation, and feeling are brought to a focus in the 
l, there is a mediated immediacy 'vhich is the directness of relation. 
Relation, per se, cannot be brought nto trial in the courtroom of 
rational analysis, 111 because it is in the realm of life-lived rather 
than thought about. Rational analysis, qua rational analysis, must. be 
an abstraction. Though psychological mechanisms which make confrontation 
possible may be described and analyzed, confrontation, itself, cannot. 
It can only be entered. To analyze, or even to define . it, is to lose it. 
Confrontation is the living plant which produces the cut-flower wonder 
of rational analysis. Buber's burden in emphasizing I-Thou relation is 
to keep the livin;-: source alive and recognized so that fragmentary parts 
may serve their highest usefulness. Otherwise, coherence is liable to 
became rationalistic without being empirical. What Buber is concerned 
about is to keep in touch with, and to make connections between, ~acts as 
they actually exist. 
i v. The Existential Mode 
(1) Introduction.--The exposition has come to the point where de-
scription of perceptual data moves to an examination of that which makes 
those data possible. Buber recognizes the mind-body organism in the womb 
as the starting place in the consideration of how the I emerges. According 
to him feelings feed into the unconscious mind of the fetus, so that the 
newborn baby comes into the world 1dth an apperceptive mass as the foun-
dation out of which awareness emerges. Awareness expedites the expansion 
of the apperceptive mass as sense data are appropriated from the environ-
ment. When the environment draws the apperceptive mass to a focus, the 
organism responds in an integrative fashion to say I-Thou. Same pit the 
.!::!!:, against the I-Thou in -vJ8.ys to distort Buber. The temptation of others 
1. Steinkraus, ££• cit., p. 12. 
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might. be to make the ! sinful just because it is "overagainst" God. 
Buber's own concern is that his interpreters may turn I-Thou into a 
gnosis--"a raising the veil of the manifest, which divides the revealed 
from the hidden, and leading forth the divine mysteries. 111 He considers 
Jung his arch-opponent in this regard although Jung is not interpreting 
2 him nor does he use the I-Thou thought-form. Man is caught in a ten-
sion: (1) he must try t.o conceptualize the assurance he receives in con-
3 frontation, for 11an indemonstrable assurance is a precarious assurance, 11 
yet (2) when he has done that, religious knowledge loses its significance. 
This is the dilemma of religious knowledge. 11In order to preserve its 
identity, religion is forced to distinguish objects of faith and objects 
of proof. n4 Since the bone of contention between the Confrontation and 
the anti-Confrontation camps seems to be at t.his point, it may be well to 
examine the source of t.he difficulty--the starting point of knowledg~. 
(2) The Agent Ego .--Descartes , with his cogito, ushered in modern 
philosophy through a bold beginning with the phenomenological method . 
"Methodological solipsism" still seems to some the proper starting place 
for knowledge of any kind. This is especially favored by those who 
seek to establish religious knowledge and scientific knowledge by the 
same means. Here is a quotation from F. R.. Tennant, who takes this view: 
1. Eclipse of God, p. 12.5. 2. Ibid., pp. 78-92, 133-137. 
3· Charles A. Bennett, 'lhe Dilemma of Reli!f;ious Knowledge (New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1931)' p. 18. 
4. Ibid.' p. 17. 
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The ground of belief of a self in its o"m existence is stated 
in cogito ergo sum; and as that dictum is wont to be regarded 
as a foundation-stone of modern philosophy, it may fittingly 
be taken as our starting-point. To Descartes it seemed to 
assert indubitable truth because doubting it only reinstates 
the impugned fact. 1 
In the next section it >fill be seen that Buber could not accept this as 
the place to begin because the cogito is on the I-It level, and, there-
fore, is derived from the I-Thou relation. 
E. S. Brightman tried to circumvent the 1vea1mess of the cogito "rith 
an emphasis on objective reference and self-transcendence. 2 P. A. Ber-
tocci says: 
The personality is not the product of ru1 ambiguous field of 
forces but represents what a given unique self has created out 
of the forces and opportunities open to it in its rapport >vith 
the world.3 (First · italics mine). 
Again, Bertocci says: 
As long as acute psychologists realize that the "crucial prob-
lem of psychology has always been mental organization (associa -
tion), "4 some sort of agent-subject needs to be included "rithin 
the psychologist 1 s ''frame of reference. "5 
It makes a difference as to 1-lhether this agent-subject is the original 
datum or is, itself, dependent on something beyond it. Borden P. Bmme 
vras ahead of his time 1-lhen he said: "Consciousness is evoked only under 
l. .QE_. cit., 13. 
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2 . Persons and Values (Boston: Boston University Press, 1952), pp. 19-24. 
3 · 
4. 
5· 
"Personality", in Philip La"rrence Harriman (ed. ), )cyclopedia of 
Psychology (Nev York: Philosophical Library, 1952 , ?~55; and 
c.f. "The Psychological Self, Ego and Personality," The Psychological 
Revie1V, 52 (1945 ), 91-99· · 
Gordon 1v. Allport, "The Psychological Frame of Reference, It The Psy-
chological Bulletin, 37, (1940 ), l. 
Loc . cit. 
social conditions. 111 Some modern philosophers modif'y the conception of 
the agent-ego. H. H. Price says: 
The really puzzling thing, it is suggested, is self-conscious-
ness, not consciousness of other people. What comes first in 
the historical order is consciousness of one's neighbor, extra-
spective consciousness. Consciousness of oneself only comes 
later, after considerable mental development; in some cases, 
perhaps, say, in the idiot, or the very primitive savage, it 
never comes at all. Nor is the order merely historical. It 
is epistemological too. When I do come to know my own mind, 
I only come to know it by contrast with my neighbor's minds 
which I have been knowing from the first.2 
The primary thing is not "your'' nor nme '1 but "us. " This primi-
. tive we-cons·ciousness can be called neither introspective nor 
extraspective, but it is that out of which both have developed. 
Man gradually learns to distinguish this originally given-object, 
and in particular to distinguish between "me, 11 "you, 11 and the 
11 rest. " But this achievement, it is suggested, is not an 
entirely stable one. In time of great stress, it may break down. 
One then slips back into the primitive and undiscriminating 
unconsciousness and is aware only that "we " are doing or feel-
ing so and so. 3 
Hocking has somewhat the same view: 
For we do not begin as solitary beings ~d thenacquire com-
munity: we begin as social products and acquire the arts of 
solitude.4 
\ihat the social-self philosophers are affi~ing is that the agent-ego 
cannot properly be the reference point of philosophy. The ~ to be an 
~ is already interpenetrated with the not-!. The difference in these 
points of view does not seem important at first, but the two views 
yield disparate views of the essence of religion. None of these thinkers 
l. Bardon P. Bowne, Introduction to Psychological Theory (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1886), p. 6. 
2. H. H. Price, "Our Evidence of Other Minds, 11 Philosophy, 13, No. 52, 
(October, 1938), 427. 
3· Ibid. 4. 2£· cit., p. 299· 
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is saying \·That Buber says but John Macmurray comes close to Buber in 
the follmving reference to religious experience: 
It arises from our ordinary experience of living in the -vrorld 
in relation with other peoples, and to that experience it refers. 
MY second assertion is that so soon as this fact of our rela-
tionship to others is brought to focus in our reflective con-
sciousness, relation is born. The only \faY to avoid religion 
is to avoid the consciousness that we are members of the com-
munity. The only •·ray to reject religion is to reject, deny, or 
ignore our direct relationship to one another. . • . However 
tightly we shut our eyes, it mru~es no difference to the fact 
of our interdependencies. Religion is simply the recognition 
of this fact and of its importance, and true religion is its 
acceptance vTi th all its implications. The religious man in the 
only true sense is the man for >Vhose life this fact has been 
recognized as the fact of primary significance in all life and 
in whom it has become not merely a fact but an intention. The 
mainspring of his activity is the intention to maintain, extend 
and perfect the interdependence of persons in community.l 
Theories of personality affirm the social origin of the individual 
self. For Freud Ego comes into being because there is a delay or frus-
tration in the expressing of the instinctual drives. The Reality 
Principle from the outside counters the Pleasure Principle -vdthin to 
precipitate awareness in the human individual. The remainder of life is 
a reliving of infantile sexuality ~Vith the vast area of the unconscious 
becoming almost an alien and the Superego an other alien to keep the 
Ego developing. 2 
Otto Rank's theory i·rould have no meaning if there ~Vere not the 
primordial "relationship" of the organism vrith its mother before birth. 
He perceived the dialectic tension between "separation" and "relationship" 
2. Nei·T Introductory Lectures 
Ne-vT York: H. H. Morton 
J. H. Sprott 
82-152. 
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as indelibly stamped on the spirit in the "tramna of birth. 11 The 
perennial craving for satisfying relation (as it had had in the womb) 
and t~he simultaneous demand for autonomy (separation for increasingly 
higher social relationships) was forever to be the tensional setting 
1 for grm..J"th. 
Harry Stack Sullivan recognized that it takes a person to make a 
person. Therapy in mental institutions today is frequently based on 
this empirically-proved principle. It is only in interaction between 
at le·ast two individuals that. personality can be born. Sullivan's 
theory is noted for the fact that it is clinically based. He observed 
that momentous consequences could happen to infants through what he 
called uempathyu--a peculiar ability of infants to divine anxiety (in a 
non-sensory as well as sensory fashion) in the atmosphere around them, 
especially from their mothers. Reaction to this anxiety was considered a 
major factor in causing the necessary adjustment to make possible the 
discernment. of the Not-:r-Ie, the Good-he, and the Bad-l"ie. 2 
Fritz Kunkel said, "Life begins in a relation of social integration 
which is called the 'Primal We~ '·113 C. G. Jung spoke of the collective 
unconscious as an ego-alien force, proper recognition of which could 
11indi·viduate 11 the person and ignoring of which could . tear one to pieces. 4 
l. 2£• cit., passim. 
2. 'I'h1a Inter ersonal Theo 
Company, Inc. , 19 3 J , 
(New York: W. W. Norton and 
3. Character, Groivth~ Education, trans. Keppel- Compton and B. Druitt 
(Philade~pnia: • B. Lippincott and Company, 1938), p. 15. 
4. ThE3 Development of Personality (N,ew York: Pantheon Books, Inc., 
1954 ) ' p. 246. 
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Kurt Lewin thought in terms of the environment-as-the-person-perceived-
it, and of the valences betvreen persons. This perception determines 
the levels of aspiration and the emergence of the self.1 English and 
Pearson say: 
In the beginning the child reacts as if he feels that he is 
part and parcel of the mother and her body ... As time goes on, 
the child comes to think of himself as a separate individual and 
during toilet training and during the training in other habits 
which must be learned during this period, the realization of 
self is enhanced. 2 
This psychological evidence underscores again and again that the 
individual, though a center of mind as Knower, Organizer, Observer, 
Status Seeker, and as Socialized Being, is all the >-Thile product of 
other personalities .3 Any existential relation he is to have >'lith God 
is made possible because he is equipped to enter it, vrhich equipment is 
his ~;ocial nature. 
Those scientists of the spirit, the mystics, have discovered that 
the strictly social being is >-ralled off from society--which created 
him and for >-rh ich he craves--by six almost impenetrable \valls of iso-
lation. All of these are forms of ego-centricity--a false .!· On the 
aggressive side is pride: lust for approval, lust for things, lust for 
the appetitive. Dovm under the outer layers and closer to the primitive 
~. Principles of Topological· Psychology (New York: McGraw Hill Book 
Company, 1936) . 
2. 0. Spurgeon English and Gerald H. J. Pearson, Emotional Problems of 
Livin : Avoiding the Neurotic Pattern, rev. ~d enlarged ed. 
Nevr York: W. \{. Norton and Company, Inc., Li942]1955), .p. 29. 
3. c=. Paul E. Johnson, Personality and Religion (New York: Abingdon 
Press, 1957); Jacob L. ~~reno, f5Ychodramatic Treatment of P§Ychoses 
(New York: Beacon House, 1945). 
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nature lie three incorrigible fears: fear of blame, fear of shame, and 
fear of non-being. 1 The only specific for the cure of this condition is 
an I-. Thou relation with the source of all societal natures. Accepted by 
the ~l'hou, the ! does not have to pretend, or to hide behind pride and 
fear.. 'Ihe I finds fulfilment and self-vrorth, and its kinship to the 
Ground of Being, so that 
The mind becomes a window, not a mirror; 
The body becomes a vehicle, not a bed; 2 Each event becomes a step, not a nest. 
For the mystic the noumenally-gi ven comes to flower in the sense of the 
"Numinous~ n3 
Hocking says that 
Royce's often-quoted phrase which describes the mystic as the 
11
'Ihorough-going empiricist" is strikingly true of the mystic's 
method of knovdng. But the mystic's peculiarity is that he 
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a;pplies this method to objects which empiricists generally in- (./ 
sist cannot be given in any such immediate, unreasoned manner, 
namely, to totals, not to elements; to souls, not to sensations; 
to resultants (likB histery or societ,y), not to factors; and 
finally, to God Himself. 
The ~rstic 1 s method illustrates the fact that it is possible to start 
with 'beliefs concerning the nature of man and the universe and to test 
out those beliefs in one's relation to his fellows and the world. 
1here remains something to be said about the supposedly easy path 
1. Gerald Heard, Preface to Prayer ( Nevl York: lVIacmillan and Company, 
1944), p. 144 insert. 
2. TI>id. 
3. Rudolph Otto, The Idea of the Holy, trans. J. W. Harvey (New York: 
Oxford Universi ty Press, 1923), p. 7. This citation refers to 
Otto 1 s treat ment of the 11Numinous 11 not to mystici sm as such. 
h. Qp . cit., p. 387 n. 
-- --
from the 11faith of science" to a 11 science of faith. n ' Tennant believes 
1 
that 11 science and theology are of the same epistemological status.n 
But 1,-Jhen Tennant treats the all-important mat.ter of verification, it 
turns out in his ~m words that science and religion cannot have the 
same status. Using creative imagination, science sets up postulates 
which are verified by disinterested observers of public facts. Faith 
is verifiable only by the beneficial results in the life of the disci-
plined researcher. Tennant admits that beneficial results may issue 
from an illusion. Therefore, verification of faith gives a loVJer order 
. 2 
of probability than verification of science. This is tantamount to 
the surrender of faith's claims. The validity of Tennant's personal 
religion does not have to be questioned in order .ftO expose the 1oTeakness 
of the argument. Science sets up conditional assumptions: that nature is 
uniform and that the universe is rational. "Any considerable and massive 
irruption of chance and chaos 1fould reduce the scientist. to despair. u3 
In actual practice, faith reaches out to grasp what appea]s t.o one as 
true. One can employ doubt to test out the reasons for his beliefs, 
but faith in the act of relating an I to a Thou integrates the ! into 
fulfilment, accompanied with psychological certitude. To understand the 
nature of this relation, Buber does not start with the cogito. To begin 
1. Op. cit., p. 303. 
2. F. R. Tennant, The Nature of Belief (London: The Centenary f>ress, 
19 43 ) ' p. 70. 
3. Hick, ££• cit., pp. 68-69. 
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with a point more radically empirical, such as the social nature of 
the ~ lends itself to more precise conceptualizing of the facts as 
they exist. Symbolic thought has a better chance of being rooted in 
the concrete. 
(3) The 11 Inborn Thou. "--T'ne argument of the preceding section was 
against what William Temple . called the 11 Cartesian 1 Faux-Pas. 1 ul To de-
clare with Buber that the cogito is not an adequate . starting point opens 
the way for Buber' s interpretation of the social self. It was shown 
that theories of personality were on the side of Buber. However, having 
little epistemological concern, psychologists have described what they 
found without asking why or how the ! is able to have social awareness • 
Consequently, as convincing as their assertions are, . they are not neces-
sarily valid for epistemology. In the way the theories are stated they 
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seem uncritically to assume that the social nature of the self means that 
the I is differentiated from a prior union with a Thou. But the epistem-
ologist, H. H. Price, explicitly stated his theory that way. Others use 
2 the terms, social a priori, or, a priori of personality. 
Thomas Aquinas vrould find this view uncongenial. 3 Price calls it 
a sense of the divine; for it has this in cOmmon with the ordinary senses 
that it is an original source of data, though, in other ways, it is not at 
all like this--~·~· no sense organ is connected with it."4 
1. Nature, Man and God (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949), pp. 57-81. 
2. Baillie, ££• cit., pp. 213-214; 250-251. 
3. Summa contra gentiles, (New York: Benziger Brothers, 1924), I, 3-4. 
4. "Is Theism Important? 11 The Socratic, Number five (New York: The Philo-
sophical Library, 1952), p. 43. 
Evidently, he thinks the human capacity for a sense· of the divine 
is a congenital endowment awaiting to be stimulated just as the 
capacity for sense experience, for he says that arguments for the 
l 
existence of God are all wrong because they start from non-religious 
premises. Philosophers have often posited the common Ground of Being 
. l between God and man as the basis for man 1 s soc~al awareness of God. 
Temple speaks of the "self-expression of that creator-mind in the kin-
ship of which created minds are fashioned. 113 Given a likeness in na-
ture, there is the ground for understanding . It is like lion who can 
feel that a man v1ould be good to eat, but he cannot infer that a man is 
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a son of God. Buber would affirm that there is a kinship between God and man, 
but he prefers to focus upon the nature of the kinship. When he mentions 
the inborn ~' he would seem at first to have the same meaning as those 
who champion the social a priori. 
In the beginning is relation--as category of being--readiness, 
grasping form, mould for the soul; it is the a priori of re-
lation, the inborn Thou. 
The inborn Thou is realized in the lived relations with that 
which meets it:----1he fact that this Thou can be known as Hhat 
is over against the child, can be taken up in exclusiveness, and 
finally be addressed f"th the primary word, is based on the 
a priori of relation. 
This passage sounds so much like the traditional moral a priori claim 
1. Alexander Thomas Ormand, The Philosophy of H.eligion (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1922), pp~ 39, 72. 
2. 2£• cit., pp. xxiv, 306. 
3. I and Thou, p. 27. 
that it is well to show that ~uber does not mean this. For him rela-
tion is forward-directed from a unity within the experient. 1he inborn 
Thou is a capacity of the human being, but it is a capacity which finds 
its fulfilment only when there is a reaching out beyond oneself. At the 
moment of an inner gestalt which has an objective reference, there is 
awareness of relation. Buber is trying to prot.ect the 11overagainstness 11 
of the 11other" and at the same time the sense of certainty within the ex-
perient.. He is standing on t.he "narrow ridge" between subjective experience 
and commitment to theological do gmas. 
Buber walks the narrow ridge between the mystic and the non-
mystic, between one who asserts unit,y with the ground of being 
and the other who either removes God int~ the transcendence be-
yond. direc~ relation or limits Him to objective "personal" 
existence. 
He takes his stance on the "between" for at least two reasons: (1 ) that 
is the best way he can describe the ontological event of relation, and 
(2) it acknowledges commitment to a person or a Presence wi t hout binding 
one to a rigid formulation of the relation. One finds real life just in 
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stopping short, "in letting itself be disconcerted, in its deep-seated 
lmowledge of the incongruity of all acquired truth , in the 'holy insecurity.'") 
This is the only way in which a man may remain vi tal in following his high-
est insights and at t.he same time keep himself open to unexpected f'lashe·s 
of revelation. The history of philosophy teaches nothing more clearly than 
1. Buber, Between Han and Han, p. 204. 2. Friedman, .eE.• cit., p. 226. 
3. Martin Buber, Israel and the World: Essays in a Time of Crisis (New 
York: Schocken Books, 1948), pp. 21-24. 
that. man's formulations of truth are approximations. If one felt 
that he "met" God and that the message were from the Creator himself, 
theoretically, that formulation in verbal form could not be changed. 
Yet, if one has his being confirmed by the Presence, he is free to 
chanL~e the formulat.ion of his interpretation. His freedom to grow is 
left. int.act. A man is free to destroy old images and forms which no 
longer do justice to God. Further, it is in the lived life that logi-
cal inconsistencies are met and handled. This suggests the long series 
of antinomies: such as, -transcendence-immanence, grace-freedom, love-jus-
tice, love of God-fear of God, passion-direction, good-evil, unity-
duality, Absolute-relative. It is only in relation--on the narrow ridge 
of 11bet.ween 11--that these logical paradoxes can be held in meaningful 
tension. 
Of course God is the "Wholly Other, 11 but He is also the 
~orholly Same, the wholly Present. Of course He is the l•Vs-
t.erium Tremendum that appears and overthrorrs; but He is flso 
the mystery of the self-evident, nearer to me than my l• 
In this terse statement Buber affirms his belief in transcendence and 
in irmnanence in such a way as to preserve the relation-tension. It is 
in moments when "deep calls to deep" that. the i!lward dynamic of the in-
dividual meets its "deep" on the other side. At that moment, his being 
is confirmed, and the 1, the personal 1, comes into existence. 
In the understanding of such fleeting and yet consistent hap-
penings one must guard against introducing motives of feeling: 
what happens here cannot be reached by psychological concepts, 
it is something ontic. • • • But it is not t~ be grasped on 
basis of the ontic of pe.rsortal existence, or of that of two 
personal existences, but o~ that whieh has it.s being between 
them, and transcends both. 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 79. 
2. Buber, I,3etween Man and Man, p. 204. 
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It is \·Tell to recognize the antic nature of relation and at the same 
time confess that it cannot be circumscribed by epistemology. However, 
it is necessary to push epistemology to its utmost limits. That can 
best be done by looking at man's side of the "between, " though Buber 
vrould more likely say man's action is enclosed in God's action .l He 
would prefer to say that neither man nor God is part-cause but each 
together and over against the other cause it. "Man," however, "must be 
concerned with his action alone before he brings it about, with God's 
grace alone after the action is successfully done."2 In understanding 
man's action prior to relation, the word, "turning," is helpful. Smith 
inadequately translates it in I and Thou as "reversal. ,3 Perhaps it is 
fair to say that it is impossible to translate the 1vord, so laden is it 
vri th overtones--overtones which sound to the depth of man's being and to 
the upper limits of his possibilities. The fullness of its meaning is 
probably better comprehended by those who have been brought up in the 
Jevrish faith. Friedman gives the feeling that even at its minimum mean-
ing, it suggests something revolutionary and radical. It has less to do 
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with outward manifestation than with inward strength of decision and dedi-
cation of intention.4 It makes the difference as to whether man will con-
tinue to flounder in the sinful state of decisionlessness in the world of 
things, or "whether he will press into the All-holy. "5 It is like repent-
ance and purification but these are really more like incentives for it. 
It has psychological aspects but is as little like a "psychic" event as 
1. Martin Buber, The Prophetic Faith, tran. from the Hebrew by Carlyle 
~-fitton-Davies (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949), pp. 104. 
2. Friedman, ~· cit., p. 133. 
4. Ibid., p~ 33 . 
3. Ibid.' p. 66. 
5· Ibid. 
birth or death .1 1-lhen "despair the prison of our latent energies," and 
the spirit hae been purified in suffering, the soul can burst forth into 
"reversal.' ' 
It is not m~rely that man arrives at the last pitch of des-
peration, the place 1-There he can no longer help himself. When 
he arrives there, he himself performs the one great act he can 
perform, the act 'i-Thich calls forth God's grace and establishes 
ne•r relation. At the very point -vrhen man completely gives over 
his life to the domination of the lifeless mechanisms of world 
process, he can go forth with his whole being to encom1ter his 
Thou.2 
The concept of "reversal" is so close to the heart of Hasidic tra-
dition that Will Herberg says a common saying YTas: "For the sake of 'the 
turning' was the world created. "3 
All these descriptions indicate that "the reversal" is a mighty 
thrust of the \-Thole of man's spirit (and body) toward God. If the 
worshiper should keep up his frantic longing, even in connection with 
deep repentance and commitment, he 1-TOuld never know that there •ras One 
to meet him. But if he goes out to grace and persists until he can 
accept, he is met. It is the being met that closes the arc of "bet'i-Teen-
ness, 11 vhich is the ontic of relationJ.!. Reduced--vlith the consciousness 
of the hazard of doing it--to psychological descriptions, it might be 
suggested that as man is a projector of meanings, he can project the 
totality of his o-vm being so that the objective reference of the pro-
jection is answered in such a manner that he knoYTs that there is One 
1. Martin Buber, Tvro Types of Faith, trans. Norman P. Goldhavrk (New York 
Macmillan Company, 1951), p. 26. 
2 . Friedman, ~. cit . , p . 66 • 
3. Herberg, ££· cit., p. 29. 
4. Buber, Between Man and l~, p. 204: ontic is also a noun. 
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over against him to carry the projection. There may be such an intense 
intention of faith that the whole of man in the act of his out-goingness, 
forms a gestalt which releases him into the fulfilment of his nature. 
Buber would be quick to anathematize this as Gnosis. It is too much 
like self-unification;1 too much like man's pride structuring in terms 
of the It-world >vhat is of another logi·cal type. TI-ro elements might 
redeem this "explanation" from Buber's criticism: (1) its direction, 
and (2) the kind of ansvrer received. Considering the direction, notice 
that it is the deep intention of the whole man in the act of out-going-
ness. This combination of factors focuses the person's interest and 
attention outside the boundaries of his own being and onto the "bet\.reen. n 
It was stated above that if the thrust outward were maintained as a 
thrust without the man's relaxing long enough to receive or accept, he 
would not be able to realize the Presence of Another. The outward move-
ment is not really consummated until acceptance has been effected. The 
instinctual base for the movement is the "longing for the Thou. "2 This 
instinctual base has " its cosmic and metacosmic origin."3 
For it reaches out from the undivided primal world which pre-
cedes form, out of >Vhich the bodily individual who is born into 
the world, but not yet the personal, actualised being, has fully 
emerged. For only gradually, by entering illto relation is the 
latter to develop out of this primal lvorld. 
The primal nature of the effort to establish relation is al-
ready to be seen in the earliest and most confined stage. Be-
fore anything isolated can be perceived, timid glances move out 
into indistinct space, towards something indefinite; and in 
times >vhen there seems to be no desire f or nourishment, hands 
sketch delicately and dimly in the empty _air, apparently ~im-
1. Buber, I and Thou, pp. 86-95· 2. Ibid., p. 28. 
3· Ibid. 4. Ibid. 
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lessly seeking ru1d reaching out to meet something indefinite. 
(Italics mine).l 
Whether it is the child reaching out for relation on his level, or the 
adult at the upper reaches of his level, there is the expectation that 
something, rather Someone, is there . So the sustained outgoingness can-
not fulfill its own nature until it 1vaits a "meeting." The nature is 
fulfilled and something nevr is present in the man that was not there 
before. The conviction comes to one that the Other "\vaS at the place 
of meeting beforehand and was making the thrust first. 2 
It turns out that the "inborn Thou" has a double reference: 
(l) fonrard, to the "between, n and (2) backvrard, to the organism l s la-
tent and developing nature before birth. ;.Reversal" receives drive from 
the organism yet it has reference to relation at the point of the "be-
tween." "Reversal" is the phenomenological form of the ontological 
"inborn Thou." 
The event that from the side of the vorld is called reversal is 
called from God's side salvation.3 
But truly though God surrounds us and dvrells in us, "I-re never 
have Him in us . 4 
Buber has made this point forcefully that God is transcendent--over-
agai nst the 1-rorshiper--yet He is immanent in the form of a drive to 
fulfilment, and as the creator of man's being. 
If one dares to turn toward the unknown God, to go to meet him, 
to call to Him, Reality is present. He vrho refuses to limit 
God to the transcendent has a fuller conception of Him than he 
1-rho does so limit Him. But he l'lho confines God 1-ri thin the im-
l. Ibid., p. 26. 
3· Ibid., p. 120. 
2. Ibid., p. 106. 
4 . Ibid. ' p. 104. 
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manent means some thing other than Him.1 
God comprises, but is not, my Self. 2 
The 11inborn 'lhou11 has been explicated by clarifying the key concept, 
"Reversal. 11 It might just as well have been examined by setting forth 
the meaning of other key words, such as "presentness," or "concretness. 11 
Though the exposition would have a different form with the use of the 
other words, the essential interpretation 1·wuld be the same. 
1. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 28. 
2. Buber, ££• ~., p. 95. 
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CJ-Lt\PTER ,III 
CHARACTERIZATION OF JEREML'\H AND HIS REIJIGIOUS EXFERIENCE 
1. Biographical Sketch 
i. Historical Background 
The Hebre1·1 prophet, Jeremiah, is a beacon light in the prophetic 
movement of Israel. His contributions were IilaP.y, but more than anything 
e l se, the life of faith which he lived against insuperable difficulties 
was his supreme r;ift to the i·mrld. At several periods in the past it 
apy.ears t hat the v.~ho le significance of this world's relation to the 
Reality beyond it ha s frequently hinged on the life of a single prophet. 
Such a prophet vias Jeremiah. 
The life of Jerewiah fell i n one of the most strikinv periods i n 
the h i s t ory of t he ancient vmrld. To understand how Jeremiah fitted 
into the events of his mm day, it might be w·ell to take a bachrard 
gl ance to see "t·Jhat had gone before him i n the precedinv. centurJ . Ln 
745 B. c. Tigle.th- Pilesar had c ome to the throne i n Assyria. All his 
ener gy was i mmediatel y turned on his country 1 s enemies . _After gai ning 
a number of victories , includinr;: the vassalage of NOrthern Israel, he 
died in 727 B.C. Israel took advantage of his death qy lining up 
llith Egypt and others to free herself •1 But her effort -w as in vain 
for Shalmanesar IV, successor to Tiglath-Pilesar, put down the uprising . 
1. Theodore H. Hobinson, "Jeremiah, 11 Encyclopedia Britannica, XII 
(1942 ), 16oLf. 
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The ten tribes of the northern kingdom -vrere finally taken captive by 
1 
the Assyrians in 722-721 B. C. Sargon ascended the Assyrian throne 
in 721 B. C. and his "general", Sennacherib, invaded Judah c. 714 B. C. 
Judah became tributary to Assyria. Sennacherib succeeded Sargon and 
besieged Judah in 701 B. C. In Judah Hezekiah was succeeded by the 
wicked Manasseh, who in 680 B. C. paid tribute to Esarhaddon in Assyria. 
Ashurbanipal became the head of the suzerain po-vrer and continued to re-
ceive tribute from Manasseh in 668 B. C. About 641 B. C. Ammon came to 
the throne in Judah and was followed in 638 B. C. by the youthful 
Josiah. Now the curtain is ready to open on the childhood of Jeremiah. 2 
The period of Jeremiah's life was of deep religious as well as 
political significance to Israel. During the long reign of Manasseh 
the nation had become subject to Assyria. Political dependence 
naturally brought vrith it a recognition of alien religion and foreign 
forms of worship.3 Manasseh's reign seems to have been marked by a 
fanatical excess in this respect. However, it is not accurate to 
assume that there -vras a conscious falling a-vray from Yahweh. Foreign 
gods -vrere placed by Yahweh's side through the king' s orders, and oppo-
sition to the king's religious policy was considered as treason worthy 
of capital punishment. Besides, the Canaanite Baalim vrere supposedly 
1. 
2. 
3· 
J. M. P. Smith, The Prophets and Their Times (Chicago: The Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1925), p. 78. 
John H. Davis, "Jeremiah, " A Dictiona~ of the Bible (Philadelphia: 
The Westminster Press, 1934), p. 36~ 
Adam C. Welch, "Jeremiah," The Abingdon Bible Commentary, ed. F. C. 
Eisel in et al. (Nevr York: The Abingdon Press, 1929 ), p. 677. 
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the gods of the land and, consequently, the givers of rich harvests. 
Failure to beseech their aid would be poor business judgment. Though 
Jeremiah was very young when Manasseh died, these practices evidently 
were still in vogue at the time of his call.1 
ii. The Reign of Josiah 
"In the case of no other Israelitish prophet is information so 
full as in the case of Jeremiah.u 2 The historical description in the 
book bears the stamp of an eye-vri tness. More likely than not that eye-
witness was his pupil and amanuensis, Baruch. 3 Jeremiah 1.ras the son 
of Hilkiah, the priest who lived at Anathoth, situated four or five 
miles northeast of Jerusalem. His father may have been descended 
from Abiather, the priest whom Solomon had banished from Shiloh to 
Anathoth three hundred years before. (I Kings 2:26). Hilkiah, in the 
Hebrevr tongue, means "the Lord is my portion." It suggests that 
Hilkiah actively opposed the religious syncretism and blatant idolatry 
4 
of Manasseh's age. It is improbable that he can be identified with 
Hilkiah of II Kings. 5 
1. A. S. Peake, ed. Jeremiah and Lamentations (The New-Century Bible, 
Walter F. Adeney, general editor), XVI, 4. 
2. Victor Ryssel, "Jeremiah, " The Jewish Encyclopedia, VII (1904) , 96. 
3· Ibid. 
4. Costen J. Harrell, The Prophets of Israel (Nashville: Cokesbury Press, 
1933), p. 120. 
5. C. von Crelli, "Jeremiah, " The New Schaff-Herzo Enc clopedia ofRe-
ligious Kp.owledge, ed. S. M. Jackson et aL·, VI ... 1910), 119. 
b9 
Jeremiah's name is no exception to the rule that prophets' proper 
names have a special significance. It means Yahweh foundeth, and as a 
. 1 
proper name, the man that Yahweh foundeth. This .gives vivid meaning 
to the words of his call: 
Before I formed you in t he womb, I knew you, and before you 
were born I consecrated you; I appointed you a prophet to 
the nations. (Jeremiah 1:5). 
Since Jeremiah was still a young man when this call came to him in the 
thirteenth year of Josiah's reign (c. 626 B. C.), it is reasonable to 
assume that he was born during the latter years of Manasseh's long 
reign or about 650 B. c. 2 · 
Eve~J indication points to Jeremiah's having been born of a dis-
tinguished and godly family and that he was c~efully trained in the 
Levitical tradition of his family.3 However, no evidence suggests that 
4 he ever actually performed any priestly duties. In his youth no doubt 
his imagination was saturated with the history of Yahweh's dealings with 
His people. Re-living the lives of the older prophets, their spirit 
became his. Their message of fidelity, judgment and mercy became his 
message. As he advanced in wisdom and experience, one conviction after 
1. C. J. Ball, The Prophecies of Jeremiah, Vol. XII in W. Robertson 
Nicoll, . (ed. ), The Expositor's Bible, 25 vols. (New York: A. C. 
Armstrong and Son, 1903), p. 1. 
2. Peake, 3E_· cit., p. 4. 
3. W. F. Bade, The Old Testament in Li t of Todar (New York: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1915 , p. 259. 
4. M. Faulhaber, 11 Jeremiah (The Prophet), " The Catholic Encyclopedia, 
VIII (1910), 334. 
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another prepared him for the call which Alex R. Gordon describes as the 
key to his career: 
The story of the call sheds a glow of light on his subseQuent 
activity. In no other prophet is this experience so intimately 
associated vith personal life and character. .Amos had been 
driven by the Spirit of God smiting upon his conscience to 
bre~~ with the past and to take up a new vocation that seemed 
incongruous >vi th all his :former habits and ideals. Isaiah had 
fallen prostrate before the vision of God's transcendent holi-
ness and in that sacred hour had committed himself to the 
service of the King of men and angels. Jeremiah's call is more 
of the nature of a spiritual birth, in which the gracious in-
fluences of by-gone years came to their fruition. As he valked 
through the fields of Anathoth in quiet communion with his God, 
the meaning and purpose of his life lay suddenly unveiled before 
him: and vrith a full sense of responsibility, he accepted the 
Divine Commission and went forth as Yahvreh' s prophet to the 
nations.l 
The first great event .in Jeremiah's life after his call was the 
Scythian invasion. Perhaps it is more accurate to say that the Scythian 
invasion helped to evince his call. The Scythians vrere a barbarous 
prople from the north. 2 They may have occupied '"hat is today the great 
steppes of Russia and Western Siberia. Their campaigns seem to have 
been magnified horse raids--relentlessly cruel. Their policy was to 
sweep down on a country, take as much wealth as possible, and sell as 
many slaves as possible.3 They did not stop to organize a government; 
they svarmed through with the rapacity of locusts, "sparing neither age 
l. 
2. 
3· 
The Prophets of the Old Testament (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 
1919), pp. 151-152. 
George Adam Smith, Jeremiah, (New York: George H. Doran and Company, 
1923), pp. 73, 82, 110. 
John Skinner, Prophecy and Religion: Studies in the Life of Jeremiah 
(Cambridge, England: At the University Press, 1926), Chapter III. 
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nor sex, leaving ruin ever-ywhere in their train. 111 These raids 
supposedly began c. 635 B. C. ~ 626 B. C. Judah was keenly aware 
that a new and terrible danger threatened her from the north. It is 
no 1vonder that the first shock of Yahweh 1 s call "plunged him [Jere-
mia!? into an agony of nervous fear and doubt: 11 0 Lord God! Behold I 
2 
cannot speak! for I am only a boy!" 
Jeremiah's first vision centered around a pun on t.he 1r10rd for al-
mond tree. The almond tree (shaked) was the first life to break the 
sleep of winter. From the sight of that almond tree Jeremiah was 
seized with the conviction that Yahweh, like it, was not asleep, but 
thoroughly awake, watching (shoked) over his word to perform it.3 The 
sense of Yahweh's activity and watchfulness prepared Jeremiah for the 
vision of a boiling cauldron pointing from the north. This scourge 
from the north was to be the Scythians who would soon descend upon 
the people of Judah "because of their wickedness in forsaking Yahweh 
and burning incense to other gods. 11 (Jer. 5:6a-ll). Despite the tre-
mendous load that rested upon the callow youth, Jeremiah "girt up his 
loins" with the heroism of a lonely prophet and responded to the call 
as God's messenger. 
When t.he nomadic plunderers failed to molest Judah and the pro-
phecy of doom was not realized, Jeremiah was branded as a false prophet. 
J. H. P. Emith ventures the opinion that this was such a disillusion-
ment to the sensitive prophet's faith that he was "completely squelched 
l. Peake, loc. cit. 
2. Skinner, ££• cit. 
2. Gordon, loc. cit. 
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until Josiah's death. 111 However, most scholars think it inconceivable 
that he could have been restrained from reacting to the Deuteronomic 
reform. 2 Herodotus says that the Scythians plagued the Assyrians for 
t wenty-eight years. 3 Regardless of the exact dura tion, those repeated 
barbarisms -vrere significant. in that they weakened Assyria and thus pre-
pared her for her ultimate dovmfall in 612 B. c. 4 The first six chap-
ters in the Book of Jeremiah are generally conceded to contain oracles 
which arose out of the Scythian threat. 
Tne Scythian scare combined with Josiah's religious inclinations 
more than likely produced the next great event in Jeremiah's life--the 
Deuteronomic reform. The preaching of Zephaniah and Jeremiah had 
forced the people to think about what they were doing. How much plain-
er could Yahweh speak than to allow certain Judean to-vms and their 
shrines to be devastat.ed, to threaten them with a scourge, and concur-
. 5 
rently to leave the temple, His own house, unharmed? ~matever the 
cause, Josiah authorized the repair of the temple, preparatory to 
emphasizing Yahweh worship. As one of the carpenters was working in 
the temple, he found the book of laws, which is now thought to be the 
essence of the Book of Deuteronomy. 6 Whe n King Josiah was advised of 
the discovery, he sent the book to Hulda, the prophetess. Jeremiah 
1. 2£· ~., p. 118. 
2. G. A. Smith, ££· cit., pp. 142-lLJ. 
3. Peake, loc. cit. 4. Ibid. 
5. J. M. P. Smith, loc. cit. 
6. G. A. Smith, op. cit., p. 135. 
either was too young to be known or was still in ill repute as a pro-
phet. ~hen Hulda authenticated the book's divine origin; , the reform 
took on an added impetus in 621 B. c. and was carried out according to 
the Deuteronomic code.1 
There has been considerable disparity of opinion as to what Jere-
miah 1s attitude toward the reform was. Some say that he had no interest 
in it because it was identified with the cultus. It brought about a con-
centration of religion in the royal sanctuary in Jerusalem, in contempt 
of which he was at one time thrown in jail. On the other hand in chap-
ter eleven, there is seemingly a list of references contained in 
Deuteronomy. Y~y claim that Jeremiah could not have written these. 
Those vrho do claim that he was in sympathy with the reform argue that 
the Book of Deuteronomy had many ethical teachings, in addition to the 
temple regulations, with which he certainly could have agreed. Fur-
ther, his period was long. He could have had high hopes for the reform 
as a means of terminating the mixture of heathen religion with Yahweh 
worship and later in his life, he could have reversed his opinion on 
2 
the basis of its ineffectiveness. At the beginning when he advocated 
the reform, it seems that the citizens at his home town of Anathoth 
tried to assassinate him because the new religious program required 
the confiscation of their sacred shrine. Peculiar veneration was 
attached to that shrine because it was supposed to have been older 
1. Elmer A. Leslie, Jeremiah: Chronologically Arranged, Translated and 
Interpreted (New York: Abingdon P.ress, 1954), pp. 91-93. 
2. G. A. a-tlith, ££• cit., p. 155; cf. Jer. 7:21-23; 11:15-16. 
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than the temple itself.1 
During the remaining twelve years of Josiah's reign, Jeremiah seems 
2 to have been q_uiet. In 625 B. C. :Nabopolassar had come into pOi-rer in 
Babylon. Taking advantage of Assyria's ;.reakened condition, . he combined 
vri th t he Medes and defeated Ninevah c. 611 B. C. But Josiah's good 
life and long reign \vere destined to a disastrous ending. 3 When the 
greedy and despotic Pharaoh-Necho heard of Ninevah's . fall, he set out 
from Egypt with an army to appropriate the spoils. As he passed through 
Palestine, Josiah opposed him and was killed at Megiddo in 608 B. C. 
He vras succeeded by a number of puppet kings, the first being the vio-
lently anti-Egyptian, Jehoahaz . Necho moved his army on to Syria. 
Camping in Orontes, he summoned Jehoahaz to meet him for an interview, 
but Jehoahaz refused. After three months Necho deposed him and placed 
his brother, Jehoiakim, on the throne, forcing him to pay heavy tri-
4 bute to Egypt . 
iii. The Reign of Jehoiakim 
With Josiah's death, the reform came t o an abrupt end. Moral de-
gradation set in immediately, completely upsetting what had been done. 
1. Skinner, ££· cit., p. 106. 
2 . S. R. Driver, The Book of the Prophet Jeremiah (London : Hodder and 
Stoughton, 1908), p. xxviii . 
3. W. G. Blaikie, A Manual of Bible History (Nev York: Thomas Nelson and 
Sons, n.d.), p. 321. 
4. Leslie, ££· cit., p. 111. 
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The prophet could contain himself no longer. (Jer. 11:9-17). Shortly af-
ter the new king 's accession, Jeremiah confronted him with a message--
praising his father, Josiah, but denouncing Jehoiakim. (Jer. 22:13-19). 
Neche's ar.my clashed with Nebuchadnezzar at Carchemish in 604 B. C. 
The Babylonians had become invincible in military tactics. Their vic-
tory put an end to the old and cultured Egypt.iah domination. Jeremiah, 
alone, seems to have recognized this. Though the Egyptian puppet was 
still on the throne, Babylon was the real pol'rer and was sure to conquer 
Palestine. (Jer. 25:10-13) • 
.About this time Jeremiah had come to realize the failure of the 
Deuteronomic reform and the pernicious, legalistic self-righteousness 
which it had nurtured. Early in Jehoiakim 1 s reign, he preached a ser-
mon in the courts of the temple, denouncing t.he hypocrites and abom:ina-
tions, and assuring the people that even the temple would be destroyed. 
(Jer. 7:3-34; 26). This so angered the priests and the scribes that they 
plotted to kill him. A most int~resting commentary on the moral power of 
Jeremiah's personality is given here. One of the elders of the land 
immediately came t~ his defense, reminding the scheming leaders that 
Micah, the Morashtite, had, in the days · of Hezekiah, brought the same 
message. In addition to that defense, another happening indicates 
Jeremiah's moral influence. When Uriah, a contemporary prophet, reiter-
ated Jeremiah's prophecy , he was slain, but Jeremiah was protected by 
Ahikim. ( Jer. 26). 
When Jeremiah was f orced in 604 B. C. to remain in hiding or was 
in some way 11 shut up," he had Baruch to write all the prophecy he had 
uttered up until that time. "This gave Jeremiah a chance to bring his 
old oracles against the Scythians up to date by re-interpreting them 
as applying to the nevT enemy from the north; namely, the Babylonians. n1 
He then sent Baruch to read the roll in the temple. When the scribes 
and the princes heard the message, they felt impelled to report to the 
king what they had heard. Again, Jeremiah and Baruch commanded such 
respect that supporters advised them to remain in hiding until after 
the king reacted. On hearing the roll, Jehoiakim cut it in bits and 
burned the whole of it> whereupon Jeremiah dictated it to Baruch again 
"and there were added besides many like v.rords. 11 (Jer. 36). 
Judah, plundered by her neighbors, was left in vraste. Jeremiah 
interpreted this as 11 the sword of Jehovah devouring from one end of 
the land even to the other .end." (Jer. 12:7-17). 
With the battle of Carchemish, Babylon had assumed the lor dship of 
the "rorld, although there remained a pro-Egyptian faction in Judah. 
Whether or not Jehoiakim submitted to Babylon right away is obscure. 
However, c. 600 B. C. he list~ned to the Egyptian party and revolted 
against Nebuchadnezzar, whereupon the latt~r began a si ege on Jerusalem. 
Near the end of t.he three-year struggle , Jehoiakim died and was succeed-
ed by his son, Jehoiachin. In 597 B. C. Nebuchadnezzar subdued the city 
and deported the upper class people to Babylon. Zedekiah came in as the 
ne"r puppet. king. 2 
i v. The Reign of Zedekiah 
Though Zedekiah was not as hostile as his brother, Jehoiakim, he 
1. J. H. P. Smith, ~· cit., p. lh3. 2. Ibid., p. 147. 
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was much more irresponsible. The people became so hardened in heart 
that Jeremiah had ceased to intercede for them. His message fixed upon 
one unwavering note: Judah was doomed unless the people submitted to Nebu-
chadnezzar. The lower class became bigoted over filling the vacant po-
litical offices formerly held by those who were deported. hey looked in 
contempt on their kinsmen in exile, in spite of Jeremiah's assurance 
that those who opposed Babylon were doomed. (Jer. 27:6-11). In their self-
sui'ficiency they 1-.ranted t.o form a coalition v.Ti th Pharaoh-Hophra of Egypt 
against Babylon. Zedekiah sent to Jeremiah to get some advice f rom 
Jehovah. Repeatedly, the message was: "Submit to the Babylonians. 11 
(Jer. 27:12-15; 27:16-22; 28:1-4; 28:14). 
After a few years Zedekiah did conspire with Hophra. About 588 B. c. 
the second Babylonian attack began. Jeremiah clung to his conviction 
that the besiegers would prevail. Hophra 1s army advanced from Egypt 
and the siege was raised. The bigoted leaders at once glaated over 
1 their excited hopes, flouting Jeremiah's "false" prophecy. 
When the siege began the Hebrews in Jerusalem promised to free 
their slaves in the seventh year of service, but 1-.rhen the siege was 
raised, they repudiated their promise. Jeremiah reblli(ed them f or such 
infidelity and assured them that the siege would be continued. At the 
time of the retreat, Jeremiah w·as going out of the nortp. gate to attend 
to some property in Benjamin, when he was accused of treasonable rela-
tions 1ri th the Babylonians. He vlas cast in prison, but Zedekiah sent 
for him to get some advice from Jehovah. Again came: 11Submi t to the 
1. s. R. Driver, An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament 
(Hew York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1925), p. 248. 
Chaldeans. 11 (Jer. 37:16ff). Recognizing Jeremiah's pleas for libera-
tion, Zedekiah placed him in honorable confinement in the court of the 
guard and provided him vJi th good food. ( Jer. 37 :2lf). 
In the court of the guard Jeremiah continued to preach submission 
to Babylon, vJhereupon the princes, fearing lest he lveaken their anti-
Babylon faction, cast him into a miry dungeon. An Ethiopian, Ebed-
melech, besought the king for Jeremiah's release and 1-1i th a company of 
thirty men, removed him again to the court of the guard. ( Jer. 38 ) . For 
this kind act, Ebed-melech was promised divine protection. (Jer. 39 :15-
18). 
Fearing the princes, Zedekiah secretly visited Jeremiah for divine 
counsel. .H.elentlessly, the message was: 11 Submi t to Nebuchadnezzar and be 
saved. 11 Horrified at the idea of being called a coward by his exiled 
brethren, he refused to submit. After this Jeremiah remained in the 
guard court tmtil the city fell in 586 B.C., and Zedekiah suffered far 
worse than Jeremiah had predict€d. (Jer. 38). 
It was during this period, facing the sure doom of Jerusalem, that 
Jeremiah, in confidence of eventual restoration, bought the land be-
longing to his cousin at Anathoth. (Jer. 32:6ff). Probably the great 
1 prophecy of the New Covenant belongs to this period. 
After the capture of Jerusalem, the Chaldeans seemed to recognize 
Jeremiah's sterling character. They permitted him to take his choice of 
going to Babylon or of remaining in Judah. 1 Jer. 51:1-5). Nebuchadnezzar 
had appointed Gedaliah, governor. Jeremiah chose to stay with 
1. s. R. Driver, ££• cit., p. xxxv. 
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Gedaliah, the son of his old friend, Ahikam, rather than go to Babylon. 
Shortly, the scamps "'iho were left, got together under the treacherous 
leadership of Ishmael and killed Gedaliah. Fearing an accotm.ting from 
Babylon, they fled to Egypt taking Jeremiah and Baruch with them. 
(Jer. 43). In Egypt the Hebrews became more unfaithful to Yahweh. 
Jeremiah's biography ends as he is declaring the consummate disaster that 
80 
is surely to befall them by famine and by Nebuchadnezzar's sword. (Jer. 44). 
11Nothing is known of his life after this or of the circumstances of his 
death. 111 
1. Ibid., P• xxxvi. 
2 . His Encounter with God 
i. Introduction 
Jeremiah is a strategic figure in any consideration of confronta-
tion. Both on account of the historical timing of his witness and the 
integrity of his personal life, he, more than any other person, made it 
possible for the ordinary individual to know God directly. To be sure 
many individuals before his time had met God directly, but they did it 
in behalf of a 1.-rhole tribe, or a nation. 1 
Though Hosea is usually considered Jeremiah's prototype, the real 
groundvrork for individualism, heart religion, and advanced henotheism 
. 2 1.vas lald by .Amos. In .Amos ' day Israel vrorshiped only one of the many 
gods . Each nation had its own god. Yahweh was the god of Israel, and 
that nation 1vas the object of Yahweh's interest on earth. He had made 
a covenant with Israel that He would be their God if they 1-rould be His 
people. That meant that he was under obligation to them to guarantee 
their crops, protect them from invasion and pestilence, and to establish 
them as the great people of the earth. 
Amos, over a century before Jeremiah, quite unconscious of the 
implications, had proclaimed a god not so much interested in Israel as 
in furthering righteousness on the earth. No Hebre"I-T had any rights apart 
from his nation. YahvTeh' s covenant vTas vri th the nation and the nation, 
itself, \vas referred to as an individual. (Amos 3:1; 5:25). Some-
times it 1.vas called Yahvreh' s ''wife," sometimes His "son," sometimes 
His "servant, " and sometimes "Jacob, 11 or nisrael. '' Yahweh punished 
1. Leslie, ~· cit., p. 141. 2. See next paragraph . 
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sins by sending war, famine, pestilence. All these chastisements fell 
on the good and bad alike. The individual's sins were consequential 
only in that they affected the nation; for instance, one person's 
violating a Sabbath la1-1 might endanger a vrhole community. God had 
covenanted with the nation as a 1-lhole. If there vrere to be any bless-
ings, the nation as a whble received them in the form of rain, good crops, 
or protection. If there 1-rere to be any punishments, the nation as a whole 
suffered. It is necessary to understand ho1-r intrenched the idea of the 
tribal god 1-1as in order to understand \-That an innovation any doctrine 
of individualism -.;vould be. In fact it vras such an innovation that many 
scholars deny that Jeremiah ever got that far. 1 
ii. His Superego 
(1) As a Vehicle of Culture.--According to Freud's theory, the 
Superego is "the vehicle of tradition and of all the age-long values 
which have been handed down in this way from generation to generation."2 
Jeremiah's Superego, it might be conceived, vras the repository of tribal 
feelings and of the cultural values of his day. It vras, therefore, the 
locus of his notion of social solidarity. His book shows evidence that 
he shared the values of his day and it also shovrs that he may have trans-
cended that limitation. Six lines of evidence point to his belief in in-
dividualism and four suggest his identification vrith the culture of his day. 
1 : For example, Co mill, Duhm, and J. M. P. Smith . 
2 . 2£· cit., pp. 94-96 . 
Jeremiah's personal experience speaks strongly in behalf of indi-
vidualism. In 722 B. C. ten of Israel's tribes were carried off to 
Assy-.cia.l Jeremiah lived in the period when the remaining ti-ro tribes 
vrere in constant danger of being destroyed, and in vrhich they finally 
vere carried avay captive. vlith the complete disintegration of the 
nation, would Yahweh also go out of existence? No, Yah>veh had been 
too real to the prophet. His long hours of bitter solitude, the per-
secution by his mm townsmen, the snares laid by his own famil y, being 
looked on as an atheist, being arrested as a traitor, having his life 
demanded by the military party, having no >-rife to comfort him, having 
none of his preaching to take ef:t'ect--during all that, his strengthening 
fellowship with God convinced him that God was not only interested in 
the individual but that He was big enough to transcend the nation's 
boundaries. "He sa>f for the first time that the only power vrhich can 
break the forces of inherited tradition is the power of a man linked 
-vri th God. n2 In the seventeenth chapter he clothes the idea of repent-
ance in the expression which 1.ras later molded into the first Psalm: 
Blessed is the man who trusts in the Lord, >·rhose trust is the 
Lord. He is like a tree planted by -vrater, that sends out its 
roots by the stream .... (Jer. l7:7-8a). 
Here the emphasis is placed on the happy relation bet1-reen a single in-
dividual and Yah-vreh. 
l. Leslie, ££· cit., p. l7. 
2. Charles E. Jefferson, Cardinal Ideas of Jeremiah (New York: The Mac-
millan Company, l920), p. 76. 
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Jeremiah represents Yahvreh, not as accusing the nation as a >·mole, 
but "every one . " He says: "Behold, every ~ of you follovrs his stub-
born vrill. " Again, "Return, every~ from his evil >vay . . .. " 
(Italics mine). (Jer. lB:ll; 25:5; 35:l5; 36:3). 
In l7:9-l0 Yahweh gives the source of sin not as in the nation but 
in the individual's heart. Likevrise his dealing with that sin is -vri th 
every man's degree of guilt. 
The heart is deceitful above all things; and desperately corrupt; 
who can understand it? " I the Lord search the mind and try the 
heart, to give to every man according to his ways, according to 
the fruit of his doings . " 
Jeremiah's de bates >·Ti th Yahweh necessitate God's dealing vri th one 
person. In the fifteenth chapter Jeremiah calls Yahweh to task for de -
serting him . He has sat, not with merrymakers but, alone because he >vas 
restrained by Yahiveh' s hand . Yet his pain has been perpetual and even 
looks incurable. ThEn Yahveh agrees to set the prophet apart, to re-
deem him out of the hand of the wicked in recompense for his being t he 
divine spokesman to the nation. (Jer. l5:l7-l9). This is one picture 
of how Jeremiah felt himself an individual before God. There are others . 
In the t :vrelfth chapter Jeremiah has another debate vri th Yahweh. He ar-
gues: "But thou, 0 Lord, knowest ~; thou seest ~ and triest ~ mind 
toward thee. " (Jer. l2:3). 
Before Jeremiah vrrote the ne>v covenant passage, he had seen the 
Deuteronomic covenant fail to reform the nation. The overthroiV of 
the nation, if it came, vrould need an explanation. The reason for such 
a fall vrould be that Yah>Veh vas not protecting his people . There had 
been a covenant but the nation had not kept its side. Therefore, Yah-
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weh vrould be released from his part. In spite of that, hope 1muld 
still be left because Yalnreh vrould make a nevr covenant--this time 
-vrriting it in their hearts and imrard parts. In the ne1-r kingdom 
prople vrould do good not because they had to obey the lmv but because 
they vrould vant to do so. Children 1-rill not be paying for the sins 
of the fathers but "every one shall die for his o-vm iniquity." 
(Jer. 31:30). " Jeremiah was the first to preach the rights of the indi-
vidual. He preached also the inalienable responsibility of the indi-
vidual. "1 
Against the arguments that Jeremiah had arrived at a full grasp 
of individualism vould come the important fact that the idea 1vas not 
vitally connected to his prophecies. His message is essentially a 
message of denunciation of the many evils of religious syncretism and 
of the individual doom that vrould befall the nation if it did not turn 
from its 1vays. His -vrhole program 1vas national; it ~oras addressed to 
the nation and it presupposed group solidarity. The divine scourge 
of the Scythian invasion and of the Babylonian captivity Here but 
another expression of the tl~ibal God's punishment, for the good •wuld 
suffer as well as the bad. He could have made limnense practical use of 
the idea had he really had it. But it was not the burden of his soul. 2 
The nation as a 1-1'hole had the opinion that the current generation -vras 
suffering for the sins of their fathers, especially those committed 
2. 
J. A. Rice, The Old Testament in the Life of Today (New York: The 
Macmill an Company, 1920), p . 79. 
J. M. P. Smith, The Pro1het and His Problems (Ne~or York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1923 , p. 191. 
85 
during Manasseh' s reign. lflhen Jeremiah said "each man 1vho eats sour 
grapes, his teeth shall be set on edge, " he vas trying to thro-.r the 
responsibility on the present generation . (Jer. 31:30b). To blame 
some other generation 1-ras to kill moral progress. 
According to Jeremiah each generation determined its mm fate 
by its attitude tmvard Yah-.reh and his demands for ethical right-
eousness and spiritual worship, without any let or hindrance 
due to the rebellious deeds of previous generations.l 
The new covenant passage is a doubtful argument in favor of indi-
vidualism because it -.ras written late, if indeed by Jeremiah at all. 2 
J. M. P. &lith, Cornill, &lend, Stade, Duhm, and Schmidt all argue 
against its genuineness . 3 Leslie accepts the passage as authentic.4 
To get rid of this passage 1vould be to lose the most convincing evidence 
for individualism. But even if the passage is genuine, it demands or 
presupposes the principle of solidarity, says J. M. P. &lith.5 The 
new· covenant, itself, is to be made with the house of Israel and the 
house of Judah, just as -.ras the old covenant. (Jer. 31:31). Yah1·reh 
-.rould be the i r God and they -.rould be His people not because they obeyed 
a -.rritten la1v but because, as a nation, they had a spiritual desire for 
Him. 
Further, the new covenant concept is not a present reality--not a 
condition then-existing--but it 1vould be introduced at the incoming of 
1. Ibid. 2. Rice, ££· cit., p . 81. 
3. J. M. P. Smith, loc. cit. 
4. Leslie, £E· cit., pp. 105-106. 
5. .2£· cit., p . 192. 
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t he Messianic age. "Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, \·Then 
I vrill make a new· covenant .... 11 (Jer. 31:31) 
The argument from the " individual" passages is as inconclusive as 
t hat of the ne1-r covenant ones. Any prophet, regardless of vrhether he 
worked under the idea of group solidarity or not, had to have a per-
sonal contact with God in order to be his spokesman to the nation. 
Though the "every one " passages above do shm-r Jeremiah in a peculiar 
relation to YahvTeh, his individual contact as such was nothing nevr. 
Smith thinks the "every one" passages as such could refer to the sin 
of Jeremiah's contemporaries in his generation.1 Jeremiah's debates 
vTith Yahweh remind one very much of Habakkuk, yet no one accuses Habak-
ku..'l\. of having a doctrine of individualism. 
The times were probably not quite ripe for a full-bodied individ-
ualism. The first deportat ion cut the ground from under the old adage 
"The fathers have eaten sour grapes,and the children's teeth are set 
on edge. " (Jer. 31:29). If the current generation had been suffering 
because of its ancestor's sins, the first deportation must have been 
punishment for those sins. But \fhat about the sinners \fho vTere not de-
ported? They were not punished. The logical conclusion would be that 
their fathers' sins had not penalized them. The adage vras dissolved. 2 
Tnis being the case, the conditions were almost ripe for Jeremiah to 
take the last decisive leap from group solidarity to individualism. But 
he was too identified with the situation t o t~'l\.e that leap. 
l. Ibid., p. 189. 
2. Ibid. 
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It is evident that Jeremiah had certain id~as of individualism but 
that they did not reach the level of pure, personal responsibility as 
did those of Ezekiel. When he said, "Each man 1-rho eats sour grapes, his 
teeth shall be set on edge , " he meant his current generation . vrnen 
Ezekiel said the same 1-rords, he meant each individual -vras personally 
accountable before the judgment bar of God. If Jeremiah actually vrere 
visualizing an individual, it -vras one in the future age . In spite of the 
limitations o1' his Superego, he 1-rent f'ar in setting f'orvrard the spirit-
ual implications of Amos ' ethical teachings. Had it not been for his 
contribution, Ezekiel in the riper social setting, may not have been 
able to arrive at his clearer statement. Credit goes. to Jeremiah for 
his superior thinking; to Ezekiel for taking advantage of the ne1-r 
situation. The important point of Jeremiah 's position for this section 
of the discussion is that the movement from his Superego to original in-
sights is significantly bound up 1-rith his encounter 1-rith God. 
Jeremiah's family could trace its priestly rootage all the 'vray 
back to Eli, vrho >ras the priest at the temple of Shiloh 1-rhere the ark 
of the covena11t -vras (I Sam. 3:3). That fact meant that there vere at 
least three other cultural elements in Jeremiah's Superego: (1) deep 
indoctrination in the cultus, (2J ~horough grounding in historical 
Yillowledge and its religious interpretations, ru1d \3J a henotheistic 
conception o!· God. It is understandable that t.he outward forms of re-
ligion can hold adherents in tenacious grip uruess the exigencies of 
a reality situation make deviations necessary . If Jeremiah could move 
from his long training in the cultus to a position of championing heart 
religion, it is noteworthy that the social situation and his ovm relig-
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:iooo experience had a significant part in the change. A child brought 
up in a godly home, a priestly home, 1vould have been imbued vri th family 
traditions 1-ri th 1vhich much of the national history was intenroven. If 
that family had been known for its literary habit, convictions could 
come to be all the more intrench ed. 
Yet the first 1vords of God to Jeremiah- - before I formed thee in 
the body I kne1·1 thee, and before thou earnest forth from the 
1-romb I hallmTed thee--as \'fell as the singular originality he 
developed, rather turns us m.ray from his family traditions and 
influence. (Jer. 1:5a).l 
Closely connected to individualism in religion is the idea of in-
dn f 1 . . 2 vrar ess o re 1g1on. Jeremiah 1 s intimate fellmvship with God led him 
to see hmr important it vas to have one 1 s 1-rhole nature in harmony vith 
God. If the inside nature, or heart, vrere not stirred by a spontaneous 
desire to do God.':s vill, then his outside conduct vras not likely to be 
cons onant with the righteousness of God's >fill . Not only did Jeremiah 
observe that fact in his 01-m soul but he observed it in the conduct of 
the so-called religious citizens of Jerusalem. He studied the people 
\·Tho took part in the temple 1vorship. He took note of their meticulous 
tithes, their songs, their prayers and their sacrifices . He sav that 
their 1·rorship did not change their 1-1ay of living . It 1-ras all just so 
much mea.11ingless form. The vorshipers thought of God as one \·Tho could 
be manipulated by flattery- -the more one did to 1-rin his favor, the more 
he could use Him. Jeremiah seemed to credit the Deuteronomic Reform vrith 
at least a part of the legalistic spirit of self- righteousness.3 The 
1 . G. A. Smith, ££· cit., p. 67. 2. Rice, ££· cit., p. 179. 
3. Implied inch. 7· 
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people -vrere saying, "This is the temple of the Lord, the temple of the 
Lord, the temple of the Lord . " (Jer. 7:4) . But they 1-rere not e xecu-
ting "justice one with another11 (Jer. 7:5), they were oppressing the 
alien, the fatherless or the vridO'I·T . Trusting in the external form, 
they continued to steal, murder, conunit adulte!"J, svrear falsely and 
burn incense to Baal and other gods. (Jer. 7:8). All this evil Jere -
miah said came from "stubbornness of their evil heart . " "T'ne heart 
is deceitful above all things; and desperately corrupt ; who can under-
stand it?" (Jer. 17:9). All the forms completely missed the mark be -
cause God said, "I the Lord search the mind and try the heart . " 
(Jer . 17 :lOa . Italics mine). "Amazing l·rere his most radical conclu-
sions . "1 He said that animal. sacrifices 1-rere not necessary in religion. 
He boldly challenged inspired writings when he ridiculed the idea that 
Ya.lnreh prescribed burnt offerings and sacrifice as He led the Israelites 
out of Egypt . " (Jer~ 7 :22 ). The only thing that God conunanded vras 
obedience. (Jer . 7 : 23 ). 
For generations the ark of the covenant had been the symbol of 
God ' s presence. Its very location in a particular place supposedly had 
supernatural effects on that place. Its location in the temple made the 
temple inviolate. But Jeremiah 1v:as so convi nced that religion -vras a 
matter of the heart that he said that the ark •·ras not necessary . The 
day 1-rould come 1vhen people 1-10uld not even remember it . ( Jer . 3 :16). 
The temple was the very center of all the cult worship . It vras 
idolized . The people looked upon it as absolute guaranty against for-
1 . Jefferson, ££· cit., p. 58. 
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eign invasion. But to Jeremiah not even the temple 1-ras necessary to 
religion. It had "become a den of robbers. 11 (Jer. 7:11). The most 
radical statement of all vras that neither the city of Jerusalem nor 
even the Hebrew nation was essential to the continuance of true re-
ligion. (Jer. 23:39-40). Ever since the days of the patriarchs the 
Hebrews had had the idea instilled into them that they were God's 
chosen people. They 'lvere to become the great people of the earth. No-
thing could th'l·mrt that plan. But, again, to Jeremiah, religion is a 
matter of the heart, and if the Hebre'l·r nation does not have men vrith 
pure hearts, it vrill not survive. 11 Blessed is the man vrho trusts in the 
Lord, vrhose trust is in the Lord." (Jer. 17:7). To combat the falseness 
of a religion of the cultus not rooted in trust, the Lord would have to 
make a ne1-r covenant with the nation. This time religion 1vould not be 
associated with external forms but it would proceed from the heart. 
( Jer. 31:31). 
It is easy to imagine the lad, Jeremiah, between the ages of ten and 
nineteen, recounting the history of his people under the tutelage of his 
priestly family and kinsfolk . Sensitive child that he was, and with an 
outstanding poetic nature, he 1vould thrill over the manifestations of 
God's povrer in dealing with his covenanted people. 
No prophet of Israel was so deeply rooted in the historical 
kn0'1vledge of his nation's past as Jeremiah. Since one of the 
chief functions of the priesthood was "to preserve knowledge " 
(Mal. 2:7), Jeremiah's detailed information of his nation's 
history and his spiritual insight into its meaning were due in 
no small part to this priestly inheritance .1 
1. Leslie, ~· cit., p . 20 . 
A combination of youthful idealism with intimate knowledge of history, 
with awareness of the international intrigues surrounding the beloved 
land, and with a God who takes the initiative makes a Super-Ego situa-
tion in which Jeremiah at age nineteen was ready to hear a divine call. 
~fuat kind of God would be speaking? Would He be one God for the 
ent.ire world, or one special God for the Israelitish nat.ion'? Scholars 
are by no means agreed on v.rhat Jeremiah's idea of God really wa,s. There 
are four lines of evidence for monotheism and three for henotheism. When 
Jeremiah asserts that there are no other gods, it would seem at first 
that he has embraced monotheism. Cornill says: 
He LJeremi~ is the first to affirm in clear and plain words, 
that the gods of the heathens are not real beings, but merel;r 
imaginative creations in the minds of the worshipers. 
W. F. Bade says that Jeremiah is "the first ethical monotheist of Is-
rael. Unlike Deut~ronomy he does not believe that Yahweh shares the 
rule of the vrorld with other deities. 112 RaYffiond Calkins says: "from 
first to last the existence of all other gods is eJ<Plicitly denied.u3 
A. B. Davidson holds this same opinion. 4 In support of his view, he 
cites Jeremiah 2:11. 
1. C. H. Cornill, The Prophets of Israel (Chicago: The Open Court Pub-
lishing Company, 1907), p. 97. 
2. Bade, £R~ cit., p. 273. 
3. Jeremiah the Prophet (New York: The Macmillan Company, 19 30), p. 354. 
4. A. B. Daviason, "Jeremiah the Prophet, 11 James Hastings~ al., (eds.), 
A Dictionary of the Bible, II (1902), 577. 
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Has a nation changed its gods even though they are no gods? 
But my people have changed their glory for that 1-rhich does not 
profit. 
He cites also Jeremiah 16:19-20: 
0 Lord, my strength and my stronghold, my refUge in the day of 
trouble, to thee shall the nations come from the ends of the 
earth and say: "Our fathers have inherited nought but lies, 
1mrthless things in 1-rhich there is no profit. Can man make for 
himself gods? Such are no gods ! " 
The fact that Jeremiah felt hli~self a prophet to the nations does 
not offer convincing evidence that he vras a monotheist. Even Amos, one 
hundred years before, pronounced doom on foreign nations. Further, the 
genuineness of the oracles against foreign nations is questioned by a 
number of scholars. At the same time their Jeremianic origin is de-
fended by such scholars as Cornill, Giesebrecht, Skinner, Peake, Sellin, 
G. A. &lith and J. M. P. Smith. 1 If Jeremiah vrere so concerned about 
the fate of the non-Israelitish nations, he could conceivably think of 
Yahvreh as God of all nations. Hm-rever, that does not allow f or his 
probably thinking of the foreign gods as inferior and subject to Yah-
weh. Then they vrould "be no gods at all" in a meaningful sense. "They 
may for a time presumptuously imagine themselves to have independent 
power, but in reality they only carry out the will and commands of 
Yahvreh. "2 All things considered, the foreign-nations argUm.ent collapses. 
In the ninth verse of the twenty-fifth chapter Jeremiah represents 
the Lord as referripg to Nebuchadnezzar as His servant, who would exe-
1. J. M. P. Smith, ££· cit., p. 142. 
2. Karl Budde, "Religion of Israel to the Exile," in W. R. Harper,!:.:. 
Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Amos and Hosea, Vol. XXIII 
in The International Critical Commentary, ed. C. A. Briggs, et al. 
(44 vols.; New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1905), p. cxv. 
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cute His punishment on varous nations. A. B. Davidson considers this 
reference to Nebuchadnezzar as evidence of monotheism.1 
God'. s pm-rer over nature seems to suggest that Jeremiah 1vas a mono-
theist. God is credited with causing rain and appointing the seasons. 
Since rain falls on all nations and since seasons are visited on all, 
then the Lord must be in universal control. Jeremiah seems to take this 
idea a step further 1-rhen he ridicules the existence of foreign gods. 
(Jer. 14:22). Since there are none, only Yah-vreh could cause it to rain. 
The arguments for henotheism may be listed as : (1) Jeremiah's 
temporary approval of the Deuteronomic code, (2) the nature of Yah-
weh's covenant, and (3) the polytheism of the nation. If Jeremiah had 
been the thorough-going monotheist that some scholars have made him, 
he could never have agreed to the code, for it conceded deities to 
foreign nations. (Deut. 4:19-20). It is admitted that he reversed 
his attitude to-vrard the reform but that reversal -vras occasioned on 
entirely different grounds . 
The entire book of Jeremiah is studded -vri th allusions to Yahw·eh as 
a tribal God. He is referred to as husband of backsliding Israel. 
(Jer. 3:14). In another place He says, "Surely, as a faithless vife 
leaves her husband, so have you been faithless to me, 0 house of Israel. " 
House of Israel is the familiar figure used in earlier Israel to de-
scribe the covenant relation of Yahweh vri th the nation as a whole . 
Even vhen the ne'l·r covenant is to be made, it -vrill be made bet\.reen Yah-
veh and the house of Judal1 and the house of Israel. 
].,. Loc. cit. 
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Nothing ;,rould be further from the t ruth than to assume that the 
level of l ay-Israel's religion uas ever up to that of the prophets . 
But it is equally improbable that the distance vould be as great as 
from widespread polytheism to monotheism. Archaeolo~J confirms the 
suggestion that the average citizen of Israel took a participating in-
terest in the cult of the Queen of Heaven. ( Jer. 44 :16ff). 1 
Indeed the evidence for the dominance of polytheism among t he 
Hebrevs from the time of their entry until l·rell down into the 
Persian period is so strong that the point need not be fur-
t her elaborated upon.2 
Since polytheism did have such universal recognition, it is harclly 
probable that Jeremiah ' s idea of God >rent beyond h:enotheism. One 
vriter called him a "practical monotheist , " implyin,g that he did not 
go all the way.3 
Like all other Hebrews Jeremiah did not stop to prove the exist-
ence of God. He deals 'Yrith God's practical relation vith men 'YTithout 
considering any theological questions. Yalnreh was not only thought of 
as being highly exalted (Jer. 17:12), omnipotent (Jer. 18:6), the 
creator of the universe (Jer. 27:5) and its sustainer (Jer. 31:35), 
but Jeremiah found him to have a number of attributes affecting the 
more intimate side of persons: His demands, omniscience, approachability, 
sovereignty, judgment, guarantor of the future, discipliner. 
1. vlilliam Creighton Graham, The Prophet Is and Israel's Culture (Chi-
cago: The University of Chicago Press, 1934), p. 46. 
2. Ibid. 
3 . L. Elliot Binns, .:;:Th~e...,....::Bo;.:....:.o.:;.:k~o.;.;.f-r::::::-=__::.-:::-::...;:.;:;:;.=-::---=~-===~ 
Westminster Commentaries; 
1919), p. xliv. 
Yah1-reh vras, above all things, the very sununum bonum of righteous-
ness. Being that, He was also the acme of judgment. Added to these ti·TO 
His nature vras filled lvith loving-kindness. Not only was Yah1·reh char-
acterized by these three attributes; He required them of his people. 
( Jer. 9:24 ). For those who vrere penitent and desirous of returning 
from their sinful 1-rays, He was eager to extend His love. (Jer. 3:12; 
31:20). The stress lvhich Jeremiah laid on morality no doubt caused 
many Hebre>-rs to turn to other poverful gods 1-rho did not make such 
stringent demands. 1 
Jeremiah arrived at Yahl'leh 1 s omniscience by an indirect route-. He 
did not postulate omniscience and then set out to prove it. He ex-
perienced a God 1-rho 11 tries the heart. " In the presence of such a One, 
he experienced the fact of omniscience. " Can any hide himself in se-
cret places that I shall not see him? I ! ( Jer. 23:23-34). 
Jeremiah gives no teachings on prayer--neither hovr it should be done 
nor that it should be done at all. In his solitude he learned to find 
God more and more in his mm soul. To him God 1-ras more approachable 
than a human being because he ,.,as not arbitrary but dependably right-
eous and sympathetic. Prayer \vas just as simple as conversation--a 
privilege to be enjoyed. 2 Some of his prayers are shockingly frank. 
In his utter exasperation, the prophet accuses Yah1-reh of not being 
fair vrith him. (Jer. 12:15). Even \vith such accusation, it should be 
noted that ):lis prayers 1vere not one-sided explosions. He always '"ai ted 
for the chastening or the counseling reply. 
1. Ibid., p. xlviii. 2 . Jefferson, 2£· cit., p. 155. 
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The vindictive imprecations t hat the prophet pronounces upon his 
enemies is puzzling until one gets inside of Jeremiah's mind to ap -
preciate the man. He is God's ambassador. As such, he is spe~~ing 
God's message. Any opponent to him is not his personal opponent onl y 
bp.t Yahvreh' s opponent. Therefore, his imprecations are as from Yab-
veh himself. That t his vas true is · evic1enced by the fact that they 
did not affect t he polic ies of his life .1 1;/hen one remembers that in 
the prophet's Superego there 1rere constellations of assents to social 
solidarity and to henotheism, the sub-Christian prayers become more under-
standable. It cru1not be denied that the prophet had those negative 
emotions in his ovrn ego . At the same time, since he vas bound 
to the body politic i n a sort of organic fashion, those imprecations 
i nvolved himself to a certain degree. Then, as long as there are 
vestiges of henotheism, there is no escape from the obligation to fight 
the battles of one's ovm God against other gods . 
Though Jeremiah believed in God as an intimate friend, he believed 
in him also as the controller of men's destinies. Indeed, that \·ras the 
force that held him uns1·rervingly to a fruitless mission for forty years . 2 
Not only does God control the destinies of individuals but of nations . 
In the parable of the potter (ch. 18), Jeremiah proclaims a Divine 
sovereignty as absolute as is possible. "But the Sovereignty is a real 
sovereignty and therefore includes freedom. 3 
l. Ibid. 
2 . G. A. Smith, op. cit., p . 335. 3- Ibid., p . 186 . 
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The parable illustrates not arbitrariness of election nor 
irresistible sovereignty but a double freedom--freedom in 
God to change His decrees for moral reasonsi freedom on 
man's part to thwart God's designs for Him. 
The parable f urther illustrates that although an individual or 
nation may make a mess of the vocation for which it was intended, there 
is still hope. Out of his great Patience, God vlill take the marred ves-
sel and remould it. 2 
Since Jeremiah was the prophet of the fall of Jerusalem, his mes-
sage vas mainly one of doom and judgment. Israel had been divinely 
chosen as the people of Yahvreh--His vrife. Her temporal needs vrere 
cared for. · (Jer. 2:6-7). Her spiritual needs vrere met . (Jer. 7:25). 
But alas she has proven faithless! The people forsook Yahvreh (Jer. 3::1) 
and walked after vanity.3 The frequent denunciations of idolatry indi-
cate that the Deuteronomic reform did not go very far. ( J·er . l :16; 
7:11; 8:2,19; 11:13; 32:29). Yah1veh vras so universally denied that 
Jeremiah searched the city for one righteous. man. He even says that 
God told him to stop interceding for the people because of the hardness 
of their hearts. (Jer. 7:16). He said that when the Ethiopian changes 
his skin or vrhen the leopard changes its spots, then Israel vrould change . 
( Jer . 13 : 23 ) . 
The message of doom implied no idea of' a judgment at some later 
date. (Jer. 8 :18; 9 :10ff ). The sin had already been committed. The 
l. Ibid. 2. Ibid., p . 187. 
3. Frederick Carl Eiselin, The Prophetic Books of the Old Testament 
(Nevr York: The 1vl:ethodist Book Concern, 1923), p . 309. 
Assyrian troubles, the Scythian invasion, and Nebuchadnezzar's domina-
tion vrere God's proof of their sins. Therefore, His inevitable judgment 
was hard in the offing in the form of the "enemy from the north. " 
(Jer. l:l4f; 25:8). 
\Vhen Jeremiah came to his encounters -vrith God, he brought his Su-
perego with him . The discussion so far has lifted up some of the -vrays 
in vhich the cultural patterns 1-rhich he imbibed from his environment 
entered into his religious experience. It has also shmm some of the ways 
in -vrhich his Superego became altered in the process of his meetings -vrith 
God. · Another significant ingredient of his heritage vras the philosophy 
of suffering . One of the most perplexing questions to all generations 
is the problem of suffering . To understand how much more of a problem 
it vas to Jeremiah, it is necessary to recall the dogma of his day. The 
proposition bebreen Yahweh and His people had always been: "If you will 
be my people, I shall be your God . " The prevalent and natural corol-
lary to that -vras : 11 the righteous prosper and the -vricked suffer. " Look-
ing steadily into his mm e :Arperience, the prophet ~-ras convinced that 
that \·ras not true. As a matter of plain fact, the -vricked vrere prosper-
ing; the treacherous -vrere at ease. It actually seemed as if Yah-vreh 
were granting them not only protection but special blessings. (Jer. 12:1-2). 
Yet -vrhen Jeremiah looked -vri thin his soul he kne'I·T that he had conscien·.:.. 
tiously tried to do right, only to continue suffering. Now 1-rhat \vas the 
answer to such inconsistency? After i·rrestling l·rith Yah-vreh over this 
puzzle, the answer finally came . Suffering is the method which God uses 
to discipline a soul. 
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He sees his servant 1 s rTeakness and grants him the needful 
athletic for it, by wrestling with him Himself. • • • The 
troubles of which he complains are but the training for still 
sorer. The only meaning of the checks and sorrows of life is 
to brace us for worse. It is the strain that ever brings the 
strength. Lif e is explained as a graded and progressively 
strenuous discipline, the result of it a stronger and more 
finely tempered sou1. 1 
Much needs to be added for one to have a satisfying solution to the 
problem of evil, but this solution was a tremendous advance over t he 
one which Jeremiah found in his Superego. 
(2) As Conscience of Childhood.--The concern of this sect ion is 
neither about conscience nor childhood. It is about irrational guilt, 
or a pathological drive to adult perfection. That Jeremiah had a drive 
toward absolute righteousness is beyond question. The question is 
whether his drive was healthy or compul'sive. To champion a set of ideas 
which supposedly come from one's private contact with God does no t mean 
that the ideas are necessarily true. If the ideas cannot be objec t ively 
validat ed by any other person, or persons, communication to opponents 
would seem hopeless. Further, when these ideas are actively opposed by 
every authori t ative voice in the culture, and when the members of one's 
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own family would like to murder the person holding them, their truth-stand-
ing would seem precarious. The false prophets who spoke the vox populi 
i n Jeremiah's own day unanimously agreed to reject the prophet's alleged 
words fram God. With the exception of Baruch, his secretary, the 
two or three people who approved him either had a superstitious interest 
in his "divining, 11 or they appreciated him f or the man he was apart 
1. G. A. Smith, ££• cit., pp. 339, 340 . 
from his reading of the truth. In present day culture a man in that 
position would likely be a cand~date for a mental institution or the 
penitentiary, especially if he stirred up the people to desert to the 
country's arch enemy. Can a man be totally out of ste~ with his cul-
ture and not be considered a pathological case? Likely not, either in 
Jeremiah's culture on in the present one. Though Jeremiah proved to 
. 1 
be right and was raised to a position second only to that of Jesus, it 
is still not improper to ask whether or not irrational elements drove 
t.he prophet to his solitary stand. 
vJhatever may be said about Jeremiah 1 s childhood during the time 
that his Superego would be normally forming has to be inferred from his 
adult behaviour, and therefore, can not claim the veridical quality of 
empirical coherence. However, some observations may be made. First, 
he may have been a man of raw and hasty temper, and he may have recog-
nized that himself. 
Woe is me my mother, that you bore me, a man of strife and con-
tention to the whole land! (Jer. 15:10a). 
Whether this was an aut.hori tarian personality structure, manifesting its 
inability to tolerate a rejection of the prophet's perceptiveness, is 
open to question. It might be the normal reaction of one identified rTith 
Israel's henotheistic God. If God, himself, were determined to wreru{ 
his vengeance, uhy should not the devoted follower? 
It is expected that Jeremiah grew up under a father 1-vho had a 
more-than-average amount of authoritarianism. At the same time Hilkiah •s 
1. Ibid., pp. 344, 349. 
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name, ''The Lord is my portion, " suggests a certain godliness, especial-
ly since in that period of religious syncretism other types of names 
vrere chosen. 1 Nevertheless, godliness would not keep the father from 
having an authoritarian Superego, which governed his dealings vli th his 
son. When the prophet cursed the day he 1vas born, he l.'i;r"Ote : 
The day that my mother did bare me; 
Be it unblessed! 
Cursed be the man who carried the ne1v-s to my father; 
"A man child is born to thee ~ " 
Making him glad. (Jer. 20:14-15). 
He could have been referring to the gladness that any father of the day 
would have had in the birth of a son. At the same time, if intervening 
harshness had been too great, he vmuld not have to think in terms of the 
gladness which his birth brought his father. That all his brothers, 
along vith the villagers from his native Anathoth, conspired to kill him 
and that all those men had children indicates that Jeremiah may have been 
the youngest son of the family. (Jer. 12:6; 11:18-19). As 1vith Joseph's 
brothers, they may have been jealous of the baby brother, and of the 
paternal affection showered upon him. 
In the time of deep melancholy, Jeremiah speaks as if 11 he is commun-
ing vrith his mother."2 If this reference together 1v-ith the ones above 
may be stretched to suggest a good relationship with his elders in spite 
of sibling rivalry from his brothers, he may have had enough acceptance 
on the one hand to permit a secure foundation and yet enough tension on 
the other to make him develop a ';talent " for provoking others. The plot 
to kill him may have been occasioned by his temporary endorsement of the 
l. Ibid., p. 66. 2. Leslie, ~· cit., p. 143. 
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Deuteronomic reform, which would mean the confiscation of the local 
place of worship plus a radical change in the priestly duties of the 
family. Over the years it becomes evident that at his deepest level, 
he is identified with the real interests of the people in the nation. 
In spite of this evidence to the contrary, the people were not able to 
perceive his interest in them to any significant extent. 
There is one element in Jeremiah's inner turmoil which should be 
considered: his life-long shrinking from his prophetic responsibilities. 
This is not to say that he actually shirked his duties but that he al-
ways had anintense longing to do so. By nature he was a poet of no 
mean ability. Some say that except for his divine call, he may have 
been the greatest poet of his race. 1 It was not easy for him to be a 
prophet of doom. 
Power was pain to him; he carried God's word as a burning fire 
in his heart. (Jer. 6:11, 20 :9). If the strength and the joy 
in which others rise in their gifts ever came to him, they quickly 
fled. Isaiah, the only other prophet comparable, accepts his 
mission and springs to it >~th freedom. But Jeremiah, always co-
erced, shrinks, protests, craves leave to retire. So that while 
Isaiah's answer to the call of God is Here am I, send me, Jere-
miah's might have been, "I would be anywhere else than here, 
let me go. n2 
No doubt Jeremiah had the ''moral nucleus" in his Superego that everyone 
has, yet it does not appear that his message of doom had pathological ele-
ments back of it. It will develop in this study that a rational con-
science was ever in t.he ascendancy over his "conscience of childhood." 
It may be that his inner unrest and even his horrific imprecations, were 
l. G. A. Smith, ~· cit., p. 3lff. 2. Ibid., p. 319 . 
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a safety valve that kept him healthy. Those vitriolic intercessions 
represented a quality of honesty which made it possible for him to keep 
close to living in the concrete, with a clear eye for truth and a sensi-
t.ivity to the Presence. What if he did want to get away from it all, 
to shirk responsibility as a prophet? (Jer. 9:2). With no respite 
from others' reviling, he would have been dishonest not to confess his 
human desire for reprieve. Evidence does not clearly support a patho-
logical conscience in Jeremiah. However, it does sho1-T enough inner 
tension which could be turned to constructive use. 
Though he sowed the most fruitful seeds in the fields of 
Israel's religion, none sprang i~his lifetime. For his 
01-rn generation, he built nothing. 
Two other factors might be adduced to account for the insistent irra-
tional nucleus in Jermiah's Superego, and for his sense of inner tur-
moil: (1) the manner in which his Superego resolved his Oedipal situa-
tion, and (2) vestiges of an oral character. From the biographical 
sketch it vdll be remembered that Manasseh, the wicked king, scandalized 
Israel by bringing a variety of foreign religious practices into the 
nation. Adherence to these king-sponsored deities would have been em-
braced by larger and larger numbers of people about the time that Jere-
miah was an infant. Imagine his father as the head priest at the wor-
ship place in Anathoth, and what the upset in traditional loyalty to 
Yahweh worship would do to him. 'I'hen, in turn, his mother mey have picked 
up, or felt the brunt of, her husband's anxiety. :&notional disturbance 
in a lactating mother may so affect the infant that he feels a threat 
l. Ibid., pp. 319-320. 
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l to his supply of love. Af3 the child matures, he is able t o inte.rpret 
outward acts as love, but in the earlier stages, it is the anxiety which 
is picked up by the infant. This description is conjecture, though not 
at all lacking in plausibility . If it did actually happen this way, 
then, -.rhen the lad became able to identify vrith father and mother alike 
as ones to be pleased, there would have been a stronger-than-average 
e:f:fort to retain the parents "as internalized love-objects, :' retention 
of whom would depend upon his living up to their demands . 2 In this 
manner the Superego replaces the Oedipal situation, but draws to itself 
an overplus of moral demand. Large portions of the Superego get dis -
placed by the rational conscience, but the -.reighted moral neucleus 
cathects \vi th Yahweh, Demander-Lover Supreme . 
It was the alleged oral character that supposedly thre\·r anxiety 
elements into the Superego . Nmv look at the evidence for oral charac -
ter. On the rational level a person may use symbols and ideas that 
seem to fit the occasion exactly . Yet his particular modes of expres-
sion may have unconscious motivation . 3 If there \·ras an emot ional dis -
t urbance in Jeremiah during his infancy, that vould account for some 
of the symbols that appeared in his introspective moments . \fuen he 
reduced his divine call to -.rords, he felt that the Lord had said: 
"Before I formed you in the -.romb. I I (Jer. 1 :5). This expression 
is appropriate enough as a description but -.rhen it is added to others, 
1 . English and Pearson, ~· cit., p. 29ff. 
2 . William V. Silverberg, Childhood erience and Personal Destin 
(Nev York : Springer Publishing Company, Inc., 1952 , p. 151 . 
3. Freud, 3£· cit . , pp . 98-101 . 
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it might serve as part of the cumulative evidence of the unconscious 
direction of his longings. Jeremiah's name means, nYahvreh Hurls forth " 
as if Yahvreh had hurled him forth from the 1-mmb vhere he vas comfortable 
and secure into a vocation from l'lhich he shrank. His response to the 
call vas: 11 Ah, Lord God! Behold, I do not knm'l hovr to speak, for I am 
only a youth.' ' At age nineteen a Hebrew youth 1-rould not ordinarily con-
sider himself only a youth. He claims his youth as an excuse for not 
lmoving hmv to do the speaking required of a prophet. His conscience 
must have stepped in at this point, for he interprets God as replying : 
"Do not say, 'I am only a youth. 1 11 His vievr of himself is that he is 
dependent and not able to stand on his mm feet. True, he is avare of 
the political rumblings all around his nation and he 1-rould f eel it a 
mighty responsibility to be God's spokesman in such a time of insta-
bili ty. Yet one factor that made his call possible i·ras his int imate 
familiarity >vith the povrer of Yah-vreh as demonstrated repeatedly in the 
past . On the purely rational ground_, his reply vrould not have to be 
made, for he lmevr vhat the Lord God could do. His reply reveals his 
feelings about himself . Unconsciously, there may have been a feminine 
component in his makeup, an identification l·rith his mother initiated by 
his l onging for security lrhen his mother's anxiety seemed to mean loss 
of love. 
l·n1en Jeremiah becomes aware that his brothers have plotted against 
him, his imrard thoughts at that time are revealing: 
The Lord made it lmmm to me and I knev : then thou didst shovr 
me their evil deeds. But I >·ras like a gentle lamb led to the 
slaughter. I did not }",nov it was against me they devised 
schemes, saying, "Let us destroy the tree with its fruit, let 
us cut him off from the land of the living, t hat his name be 
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remembered no more. " ( Jer. ll :l8-l9 . Italics mine). 
Leslie translates the term, gentle lamb, as "docile lamb. ul It is :Un-
port ant to note his vie1-r of himself as a docile lamb; and to see that 
his brothers think of him as "the tree with its fruit." He sees him-
self as passive and ~oreal< , but he feels his brothers see the povrer 
l atent 1-rithin him. 
Sk inner says that ordinarily Jeremiah vrould have been married and 
-~rould have had his ovm family by this time. 2 Oriental marriages l·rere 
early. Jeremiah felt that the Lord told him not to take a 1-rife . Then 
there follows an impressive list of reasons as to why he should not get 
married. The reasons sound plausible enough, but, as any therapist }>nmrs, 
reasons are frequently rationalizations for deeperlying unconscious mo-
t ives. (Jer. l6:2-9 ). It is almost as if reasons had to be listed in 
order to hide the real inner feeling. It is not necessary to go so far 
as to say that Jeremiah vas homosexual; 1-rith his identification 1vith his 
mother, he could have had only latent homosexoid tendencies. When he 
curses the day of his birth, his unconscious being boils up Hith symbolic 
yearning to return to the lromb: 
Cursed be the day on vhich I l·ras born! 
The day on ·which my mother bore me, let it not be blessed; 
Cursed be the man who brought the ne1-rs to my father, 
"A son is born to you," 
Making h:Un very glad. 
Let that man be like the cities vhich the Lord overtbre•-r \•Tithout 
pity; 
Let him he.ar a cry in the morning and an alarm at noon, because 
he did not kill me in the ~oromb ; so my mother \Wuld have been 
. my grave, and her 1-romb forever great . (Jer. 20:l4-l8, Italics 
mine). 
l. Leslie, ~· cit., p. l39· 2. Skinner, ££· cit., p . 24, nl. 
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What sweeter deliverance could there be than to be forever nestled in-
side of mother! 
The sacramentaJ. vision which attended his caJ.l had elements of the 
See-Touch-SwaJ.low sequence of the oral character.1 Scenes of his melan-
cholia could be analyzed to add to the cumulative evidence of his oral 
nature. When the prophet had to combat these internal tensions along 
with the dire social situation, it was no small achievement for him to 
have lived such a God-filled life. These weaknesses do not disparage 
Jeremiah; they throw his character into bolder relief. If God's spirit 
could take such a shrinking soul and turn it into ''a fortified wall of 
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bronze, " surely Jeremiah's encounters with God offer significant meanings 
for others, if they can be more ·thoroughly understood. 
iii. His Ego Strength 
In spite of the severe tensions within Jeremiah, pulling him one 
way to be a prophet and another, to retire from such an unpleasant and 
weighty responsibility, he was not a sick soul. His shrinking and his 
melancholia were negative emotions which do not ordinarily make for inte-
gration and strength, but in Jeremiah they were turned to great gain. 
Instead of aJ.lowing them to split his personal.ity, Jeremiah was able to 
use theirpower to strengthen his ego. -A superficial prophet could thrive 
on positive emotions in the absence of direct testing. But when testing 
time comes, only the truly strong can stand. 
If you have raced with menon foot, and they have wearied you, 
how '\oTill you compete with horses? And if in a safe land you 
fall down, how ·will you do in the jungle of the Jordan? (Jer. 12:5). 
1. Silverberg, ~· cit., pp. 72-81. 
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It is the ability to 'organize one's needs that they fall into a 
hierarchy of control which is ego strength; there can be an impulse grati-
fication along with Superego approval. 1 A comfortable degree of maternal 
affection in the life of an infant seems to be the sine qua non for ego 
identity in later life, rather for the ability to develop strength of 
the ego. George Herbert Mead distinguishes the rt iit and the "me" in the 
self system. The "I" is the given--the psycho-physical assertive organ-
2 .. 
ism. The "me" is one's conception of himself as derived from others. 
The "self" is the given as socialized through the experience of living 
in a group. E. H. Erikson speaks of ego identity as the sense of being 
a distinct individual able to stand on one's feet in a social frame>-rork . 3 
It derives from a progressive mastery of useful functions, such as walk-
ing, talking, and reading, and it gains a strength from a feeling of self-
accomplishment. Accomplishment must have "meaning in the culture. n H. A. 
~rurray emphasizes three necessary elements of a strong ego: (l) practice 
in exercising the free 1vill in acts 1.rhich "bind" the personality over 
long periods of time, (2) establishment of a cathected ego ideal, and 
. )1 (3) planned schedule of behavior in accord with the first tlvo elements~ ~ 
l. Silverberg, .9£.· cit., p. 47. 
2. Mind, Self and Society, ed. with an introduction by Charles W. Morris 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934), pp . 174-177; 192-
199; 209-213; 272-280. 
3. Childhood and Society (Ne•.r York: W. \v. Norton and Company, 1950), 
pp . 207-218; 237-243. 
4. Explorations in Personality (Ne1-r York: Oxford University Press, 
1938, p. 138. 
The higher mental faculties and reasoning processes seem important to 
J. Dollard and N. E. Miller. They describe the strong ego as: an 
executive agency which (1) sets goals and discharges obligat ions, (2) 
makes and keeps promises, and (3) acts as a planning board to foresee 
the future and guide the course of coming development.1 Identification 
with a person, or persons, who are the embodiment of faith propositions 
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to which the believer gives his whole-hearted consent and regular commit-
ment, seems to be the speediest way of encouraging the growth of ego 
strength. 
These descriptions of ego strength are highly suggestive in under-
standing the role of religion in one's life, especially when they are 
applied to Jeremiah. The social climate provided few of the ordinary 
necessities for the development of his ego strength after his Divine call. 
Therefore, if he had ego strength, his encounters with God must have made 
up for the lacking elements. When his Superego solved his Oedipal situa-
tion, he probably identified well with both of his parents and their 
ideals. Though there was some disturbance when the structure of his per-
sonality was set in early infancy, he had enough love and acceptance to 
provide a self with which he could start building. His ego strength is 
indicated by diverse lines of evidence. First, it was no small matter 
for him to break with the cultus, especially since his family had had long 
traditions built up in the discharge of their priestly duties. It seems 
that he approved Josiah's reform at first, with the hope of dramatizing 
1. Personality and Psychotherapy: An Analysis in Terms of Learning, 
Thinking and Cultures (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1950), 
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the povrer and oneness of God 1 s authority. This view was a direct thrust 
at his family 1 s work in Anathoth. Then >vhen he sa-...r that a centralization 
of "rorship did not correct the religious evils, he reversed h:ilnself and 
prophesied that the temple, the city of Jerusalem and even Israel itself 
were not necessarily invulnerable. ( Jer. 9 :11). He even Hent so far as 
to say that God did not institute the sacrificial system when he brought 
the nation out of the land of Egypt. (Jer. 7:22f). I·Jhat God >·ranted i·ras 
obedience to his righteous will . (Jer. 7:23). It required strength for 
anyone to take so daring a stand. 
Repeatedly, Jeremiah took his stand against the popular prophets 
of the day >-rho committed adultery, and abetted the schemes of malefac -
tors . ( Jer. 23 :14). To curr7 favor 1-ri th the populace, they spoke soot h -
ing, "peace of mind" messages, vhich •·rere not the proper specific for 
troublous times . 
They have healed tl1e >vound of my people lightly , saying 
"peace, peace" i.Jhen there is no peace. Here they ashamed -...rhen 
they committed abomination? No, they i·rere not at all ashamed; 
they did not kno-...r hmr to blush. Therefore, they shall fall 
among . the fallen; -...rhen I punish them, they shall be overthrmm, 
says the Lord. (Jer. 8 :11; cf. 4 :10, 14 :13; 23 :17; 6:1L~). 
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The king promised to free all the slaves if t he Chaldeans lifted t heir 
siege of the city. Hhen the Chaldeans left, he changed his m:i!nd, vhere -
upon Jeremiah did not hesitate to hurl his moral indignation at the king. 
(Jer. 34:8a) . 
Jeremiah had to stand alone to oppose t he age-long teaching on 
suffering, "The righteous prosper, the \'Ticked suffer. " But after his de-
bates lrith God about it, he received ne-...t insight and taught that suffering 
could be discipline for the righteous. (Jer. 12:5). No one kne1r any 
better than he. 
Along vrith all of his denunciation and prophecy of doom, the pro-
phet really had the most tender concern for the people and identified 
1-rit h them in his intercessions. It vas as he \·ras speaking for God that 
imprecations and denunciations 1-rere in his prayers. \men spea..ldng as 
Jeremiah, there vas sometimes an outpouring of his devotion for the 
people. Listen as he speaks for God: 
If I say, " I "1-rill not mention him, or speak any more in his 
name, " there is in my heart as it l·rere a burning fire shut up 
in my bones, and I am 1-reary Hith holding it in, and I cannot. 
. . . But the Lord is 1-ri th me as a dread l·rarrior; therefore, 
my persecutors will stumble, they "1-rill not overcome me . 
(Jer. 20: 9, 11) . 
It is clear that denoun.cing- - even for God- - vas not something which he 
enjoyed doing. 
0 Lord, thou has deceived me, and I -vras deceived; thou art 
stronger than I, and thou hast prevailed. I have become a 
laughingstock all the day; everyone mocks me. For l·rhenever I 
speak, I cry out, I shout, "Violence and destruction!" For the 
vrord of the Lord has become for me a reproach and derision all 
day long. (Jer . 20: 708) . 
Now feel his mm tender concern: 
I have not pressed thee to send evil nor have I desired the 
day of disaster, thou }-,nm-rest; that 1-rhich came out of my 
lips l·ras before thy face . ( Jer . 17:16) . 
Give heed to me, 0 Lord, and hearken to my plea. Is evil a 
recompense for good? Yet they have dug a pit for my life. Re -
member hmr I stood before thee to speak good for them, to turn 
avay thy vn~ath from them." (Jer . 18 :19- 20) . 
Vlith such an imrard struggle, he is still abl e to keep his ego organized 
by means of his overarching loyalty to God . He is honest enough to 
recognize his real desires as they conflict with God 1 s. Yet he cleaves 
to the One 1-ri th T,rhom he is unflaggingly identifying himself . Though he 
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is receiving no esteem income from his culture, he is not without 
vindication. He is oriented to tbe centuries and sees himself in the 
long perspective of God's revelation in history. B~s canon is the 
voice of God as it came to l'Ioses, as i t came manifesting the m1..ghty acts 
pf God in history, and as it appeared as the word of God incarnated in 
Hosea. He represents no ne1..r doctrine; he is as one of the prophets of 
old. It is t.he people 1-vho are out of step. 
Thus says t.he Lord: 11 Stand by the roads, and look, and ask for 
t.he ancient paths, where the good way is, and "ralk in it, and 
find rest f or your souls." ( Jer. 6 :16). 
But my people have forgotten me : they burn incense to 
false gods; they have stumbled in their 1-.rays, in the 
ancient roads and have gone into bypaths, not the highway, 
making their land a horror, a thing to be be hissed at forever. 
(Jer. 18 :1.5). 
From the day that your fathers came out of the land of Egypt 
to thi s day , I have persistently sent all my servants, the 
prophets, to them, day aft~r day. (Jer. 7:2.5). 
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Though Jeremiah's contemporaries utterly rejec t~d him and his message, 
he had his feet planted solidly on "the ancient paths 11 of revealed and 
t e sted truth. The men-pleasing false prophets without this orientation 
have no alternative but to judge in tenns of the prevailing opinions and 
call him insane. ( Jer. 29:26) . But. Jeremiah grm..rs in ego strength be-
cause he knows his h i story. False prophets breathe cliches -vmich they 
plagarize from one another. (Jer. 23:27, 23:30f) . But he speaks the unpop-
ular ;.rord, not vox populi. · 
One of the hardest tests for a prophet is probably that of ridicule. 
Even his "familiar friends 11 whisper against. him and wait for his dov.mfall 
( Jer. 20:10) . They mock: "Behold they say to me, 'where is the word of 
the Lord? Let it came.' " (Jer. 17:15). Jeremiah stood these tests, 
yet was discredited. With each new test his ego strength grew. He 
had doubts all along but one after another had to have a solid answer 
before he could go on increasing his strength. Here are answers that 
came to reassure him: (l) the ethical content of his message (Jer. 9:23, 
5:28f, 7:5f, 22:3), (2) his linkage to past revelation, (3) his real 
love for the people, (4) his spe~~ing the word of God, not the cliches 
that people wanted to hear, (5) his saying the opposite of what he, 
himself, would say if he spoke from his personal inclinations. Without 
being under higher compulsion, no one would bring upon himself curses 
(15:10), floggings (37:15), stocks (20:2), taunts (15:15; 17:15; 
20:7f), accusations (26:11; 37:14; 38:4), arrests and imprisonments 
(37:15; 38:6), loneliness (16:2). All these lines of evidence, worked 
through the laboratory of his heart every day, combined to confirm him 
in ego strength. Yet many of these elements were available to others. 
What made the difference in Jeremiah's case? The answer is the element 
most crucial, the one that gave meaning, or rather power for finding 
meaning, in all the others--his encounters with God. 
iv. Psycho-epistemic Analysis of His Call 
From Jeremiah's long home training in a priestly family, he had ab-
sorbed into his Superego many faith propositions. His creative imagina-
tion had worked on these teachings to make them ever more vivid. His 
poetical nature would be capable of that. Probably no point impressed it-
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self more on a young aspirant in Yahweh's service than the fact that Israel's 
faith was focused on a God who did things. God had taken hold of his servants 
in the past and through them had performed wondrous events which expressed 
his will and his nature, as well as his power and his constancy. The 
sections above have indicated how the nation was well-nigh overcome with 
inner decadence, and also how it was in great peril from troubles from 
without. As the need for someone to be used seized the young man's mind, 
and vitalized his faith content of long standing, he added to these con-
victions, his own assent, which, in turn generated dispositions to act 
and to feel. His outgoingness toward an Object which drew him, integra-
ted his whole being in a focus of attention. The objective reference of 
his inner faith led him to the logical consummation of commitment so that 
he could "let go. 11 ("Surrender" is a familiar word). At that point the 
whole of his being formed a gestalt so that there was an immediacy of the 
Presence. Though the factor of immediacy is accounted for phenomenally, 
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it was made possible by a proj.ection to That Which was thought to be wholly 
outside. Fulfilment of his being was the assurance that he had been met--
met by one like himself, i·~· personal. So complete was the realness of 
the moment, it seemed surely as if the One who met him had been the Seeker 
all the while. So complete the fulfilment, so real the Seeker, that He 
must have been seeking and planning for this moment from the beginning--
even before his birth. The Meeter who comes is great, but He is not so 
transcendent that the relation of dialogue cannot obtain. As Jeremiah sees 
the ramifications of this meeting and how he will be involved in personally 
wrestling with the hopeless decadence within Israel and with the ominous 
unrest outside the country, the magnitude of the task seems overwhelming. 
His passive, feminine identification comes to the fore as an excuse to 
shrink from such weighty demands. Almost without thinking he allowed 
the sub-structure of his personality to answer for him, •ti don't know 
how to speak; I'm only a youth. " As soon as be verbalizes his oral 
character, he senses that that is a rationalization, not appropriate 
to his physical maturity. The Presence remains, and there seems a mild 
rebuke, or at least some reality testing, "Do not say, 'I am only a 
youth. 1 " Here is Yahweh, himself, who can summon and who can send. 
Who could prevail against this power? Only one person could prevail 
against it. That was Jeremiah himself; rather, Jeremiah 1 s oral char-
acter. Then even that weakness was corrected by the power of the Pre-
sence. 
Then the Lord put forth his hand, and touched my mouth; 
and the Lord said to me, '1Behold, I have put my words in 
your mouth. " ( Jer. 1:9. Italics mine). 
Jeremiah did not know that he had a handicap in the form of an oral 
character. What he was awa~ of was far deeper than a rational under-
standing of his nature; he knew his inadequacy in the primitive depth 
of his own feelings. Now, 'nth those feelings recognized and responded 
to by the Presence, he could feel a fuller release of power. 
See, I have set you this day over nations and over kingdoms, 
to pluck up and break down, to destroy and to overthrow, to 
build and to plant. { Jer. 1 :10). 
In his Superego, Jeremiah had clung to his parents and their teachings. 
Now that identification is shifted to Yahweh along with the slightly 
pathological tenacity represented in his Superego. To summarize the 
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sequence of his encounter, there -vrere conviction, consent and conunitment. 
Objective reference called f orth the ultimate in commitment, which in-
eluded surrender--a "letting go. " Total . inner involvement of Jeremiah 1 s 
being with the objective reference resulted in a gestalt of the whole. 
which, phenomenally, was in his awareness as immediacy of the presence 
of Another. At first glance this p~cho-epistemic analysis does not 
seem to get beyond t.he subjective. But it must be remembered that en-
counter was made possible by belief in the presence of a noumenal Being, 
and that belief was grounded in a coherent (rational and ethical) judg-
ment. That a person may have illusions or hallucinations does not affect 
the fact that most people enjoy sight of objects which exist in the 
noumenal world. The lveak link in this chain of reason is that inner 
unity produced sense of Presence. Actually, it was a reaching out 
to a Presence which produced the inner unity. The reality of the Pres-
ence and the availability of the Presence, Jeremiah -vras to test and 
retest, and through empirical living in the concrete,arrive at increas-
ing coherence. The real mystery is in the reaching out which took place 
within Jeremiah. If one had asked Jeremiah what caused it, he -v10uld have 
said, "Yahweh made me tha t way." Despite relentless curiosity today to 
get behind the "explanation," this generation can give no better anm-rer 
than did Jeremiah. 
Even the stork in the heavens knows her times; and the turtle-
dove, swallow, and crane keep the time of their coming; but my 
people know not the ordinance of the Lord. (Jer. 8:1). 
The religious reaching out is like the migratory instinct in birds; it is 
not something foisted upon man from the outside but is a part of his 
God-given make-up. 
(5) Specific Encounters.--Jeremiah does not teach the people how to 
pray or even that they ought to engage in prayer. The reason for that may 
be found in the fact that in everyone 1s Superego of the day, including 
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Jeremiah's, there vas the belief that God dealt vith the nation as 
a unit, through his appointed agents . Jeremiah uould naturally be in 
line--as a priest--to be an agent, and from his call omrard, he Has an 
official agent . His mm life is filled vrith prayer. The discussion in 
another section clarified the notion that Jeremiah still embraced social 
solidarity. Hovrever, his e.A"Perience in direct contact with God taught 
him to modify the cultural patterns of thought. \'lhen he vras put in the 
miry cistern, he had every human right to despair,but his habit of meet -
ing the Presence kept him steady. The character of his enemy is disclos -
ed in the horribl e manner l·rhich they devised to torture him to death. 
Fort~~ately, a Negro fow1d out about his being there and interceded 
vi th the king to let him out. His moral povrer is indicated by the fact 
that the king immediately had a secret intervie1v vri th him to get 1-rord 
of Yahvreh about governmental policy. The prophet, -vri th ego strength 
engendered by the Presence, could rise above the indigni ty and suffer-
ing l·rhich he had r eceived and vras able to repeat the unpleasant message 
to the king that he should submit to the Chaldeans. ( Jer. 38 ). 1-li th-
out the buttressing of his soul l·rhich came from first-hand acquaintance 
with God, he might have told the one who spared his life just what he 
1-ranted to hear. Here Jeremiah, in his personal suffering, 1-ras met by 
the Presence. Whether he believed God could meet an individual or not, 
his life and experience vere eloquent evidence that God could do that . 
~lhen Jeremiah's suffering got the better of him, he momentarily 
decided to give up his vocation, but the realness of the Presence vas 
so compelling, that "there is in my heart as it l·rere a burning fire 
shut up in my bones." (Jer. 20 :9a). 
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Perhaps one of the severest tests for the prophet came vhen a 
fellmr prophet of Yahvreh (not one of the lying adulterers) gave a 
prophecy contradictory to his. The crowds cheered Hana.niah, and Jere-
miah responded 1vith magnificent restraint: 
Amen! May the Lord do so. May the Lord ma..lce the words which 
you prophesied come true and bring back to this place from 
Babylon the vessels of the house of the Lord, and all the 
exiles. . . . As for the prophet v1ho prophecies peace, vlhen 
the 1-mrd of that prophet comes to pass, then be it known that 
t he Lord has truly sent the prophet. (Jer. 28:6-9). 
Here Jeremiah v1ants to give his colleague full honor, but he has t o 
make knmm his ovm real convict ion. Hananiah took from Jeremiah's neck 
the 1moden yoke vrhich he had been wearing as a symbol of vhat the na-
tion's bondage vrould be if it did not surrender to Nebuchadnezzer. 
Then Jeremiah walked avray in silence. He v1ent for an encount er vrit h 
God and was re-enforced i n his mm judgment. Only t hen did he publicly 
refute Hananiah and predict his death. (Jer. 28:1-17). The shrinking 
Jeremiah again had his being confirmed by t he Lord, and, reneued in e go-
strength, was able to maintain an unpopular position. Repeatedly , he 
is at a loss as to vrhat to do next, or he is profoundly lonely and dis-
turbed. Each time he goes to God, he is revrarded ~>rith direct a>·rareness 
of the Presence. Often he does not get an answer to his question~ but 
ahrays he ge t s an answer to his being--the only anSI-rer he really needed. 
Hi s l.i_fe_ i s part of t he evidence t hat the universe is made to back e t hi-
cal commitment to God. An encounter does not depend on advanced rat ion-
al coherence; i t depends only upon -.the coherence a person is capable 
of a t the moment when h i s being reaches out. Jeremiah further illus-
trates the fact that if one acts upon the highest light that he has, 
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even if it is untrue, or only f ragmentary, he may be 11met. 11 On the 
basis of this confirmation, he is strengthened to see further weak 
nesses which he can commit, and be lifted to higher and higher insights. 
A person can act only on the thought-to-be-actual. If that is not the 
Actual, his very reaching out in sincerity is the means by which he may 
be providentially guided to find the Actual. God meets one vlhere he is, 
whatever that level may be. 
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CHAPTER Dl 
COMPARISON OF BUBER .AND JEREMIAH 
1. Their p-,eeparation f'or Encounter 
Though separated by brenty-five centuries, Martin Buber and Jere-
miah are strikingly alike. The significance of their similarity is 
multiplied by bro. facts: (1) that the Hebrao-Jewish faith has been so 
influential upon the vrestern world, and (2) that Buber and Jeremiah are 
from such disparate cultures. If being in contact vri th the Living God, 
or not being, makes the difference between fulfilment and decadence in 
the human community, and if tvro representatives of the faith 1-rhich cham-
pions direct contact •rith God are very much alike--though one is from 
the modern period and one from the ancient--, their findings as to the 
nature of meeting God should provide reliable clues to abiding truths 
and be of notable value to any other seeker. 
Both Buber and Jeremiah came from families with long traditions 
of leadership in the faith. Jeremiah's priestly lineage could be 
traced back several centuries to Eli. During that period the family's 
life and vrork had been interwoven with the important affairs of Israel. 
Abiather, the priest vrhom Solomon banished from Shiloh to Anathoth vas 
in the ancestral line, and had a flair for literary creativity. It 
is thought that he vrrote the ancient poem, "The Blessing of Jacob," 
(Gen. 49), and a portion of the Samuel-Kings history. 1 His family had 
1. Leslie, op. cit., p. 20. 
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had responsibility for watching over the sacred ark of the covenant at 
Shiloh and for bringing it to Jerusalem. 
Buber's family came out of the vitally religious Hasidic movement 
of Jews in Eastern Europe--the group which had widespread influence and 
which determined to transcend legalism in its daily application of liv-
ing religion in community life. Each community had a holy man, a Zaddik, 
who was the incarnation of the faith and the respected head of the small 
unit. Buber1 s grandfather was a Zaddik just as Jeremiah's father was an 
active priest. 
Jeremiah had the advantage of traditional religious training and 
probably an intimate appreciation of state and foreign affairs in ad-
dition to his indoctrination in the priestly functions. Buber, like 
Jeremiah, was oriented in 11the ancient paths" not only of his faith 
but in philosophy and art. Jeremiah, if the case built in this study 
is correct, was at the end of a family of boys, who may have been 
jealous of the parental affection for the "baby.u He could have been 
lonely in his own family. He early showed artistic sensitivity as a 
poet. Buber was reared in the home of his grandfather. His desperate 
concern with such abstract problems as finite and infinite time and 
space, when he was only fourteen years of age, and his finding sal-
vation from suicide in Kant's Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysic~, 
suggest that he, too, was a solitary lad. His university discipline 
was in philosophy and the history of art. So these two boys were in 
relative psychological isolation from their peer groups, and their 
brilliant minds mastered materials that a carefree boy of twentieth 
century America would scarcely meet. Each pursued his artistic interest. 
A. B. Davidson remarked to George Adam Smith: ttThese prophets were 
terribly one-idea 1d men. 111 He had reference to their idea of God in 
daily events--to the God who was always doing something. This idea was 
certainly common to Jeremiah and Buber. It made for dealing with God 
in concrete encounter and giving second place to abstract speculation. 
It meant that God was relevant to individual and social situations and 
that He was the absolute sanction for high ethical living. With those 
elements in mind, religion had to be the most practical function of the 
human spirit. 
Martin Buber did a monumental work of translating the Old Testament 
and of interpreting it. Jeremiah helped to write the Bible, though he 
did not know he was doing it • . Buber1 s I and Thou has the flavor and 
spirit of Scripture in that it has no parochial or time-bound limitation. 
Both men have been prophet-teachers. Jeremiah, like Socrates, left his 
major influence upon succeeding generations, but Buber has already made 
an impression upon Europe and America. 
Both men have extraordinary ability to identify with their com-
patriots. Many times Jeremiah would have retired to "the wayside lodge" 
or have gone to Babylon. It is probably more accurate to say that he 
could do neither of those because God's presence was so real and chal-
. lenging, he had to represent Him in identifying with the masses as long 
as he could. Buber made himself one with the Jews suffering under Hit-
ler. Then he threw in his energies at Jerusalem with students and in 
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the program of adult education for Jewish refUgees. A sense of urgency 
always attended both men. This stemmed from the fact that they were always 
1. G. A. Smith, ££• cit., p. 354. 
in dialogue >·rith God and \·rere active participants in contemporary 
events . 
Though both men 1 s 1vri tings have had important effect upon others, 
each man's greater impact comes from the vmoleness and integrity of 
his o1m being. Buber 1 s accent makes him difficult to be understood 
in America but al.1mys 1-rhen he has spoken, an overplus of character 
1 has made itself felt upon his audiences . The most povrerful ~Vitness 
vrhich Jeremiah made in his generation vas of this intangible spiritual 
kind . An elder interceded for him; a Negro saved his life; and King 
Zedekiah respected him enough to consult him, though he was too much 
of a covrard to share Jeremiah. 1 s insights and act upon them. 
One does not have to approve the kind of adolescent experience 
these men had to note the effect of religious upbringing. It is en-
co~ITaging to obser~Te that children do not have to duplicate the re-
ligion of their elders in order to be genuine. In fact, the most ere-
ative contribution may be made at just those points of divergence from 
forebears. Jeremiah renounced the cultus and found a more meaningful 
heart religion. In finding that, he had the foundation of individualism 
as opposed to social. solidarity >·rith a tribal God. Buber always had 
his mm distinctive stamp to put upon the teachings he received in his 
home and in the way in which he progressed from a too-exclusive interest 
in philosophy to Jewish mysticism, to Oriental. and Christian mysticism, 
to existentialism, and finally, to dialogic relation. 
l. Friedman, ~· cit., p. 8 . 
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2. Interpretation of Encounter with God 
i. Introduction-The Two Levels of Human Existence 
Buber's main thesis is that there are two levels of human exist-
ence: (1) I-Thou relation to persons, the level of intrinsic value, and 
(2) I-It connection to things, the level of instrumental value. Each of 
these is essential. If man is to realize his full nature, these two 
modes of existence must be kept in proper relation to each other. When 
the I-It level gains the mastery, man is more of a thing than a person. 
If the I=!1 level, the medium for participation in shared life, is con-
sidered unimportant, man is depreciated. The proper perspective lies in 
putting primary emphasis upon the I-Thou relation so that the I-It world 
becomes transfigured by it. 
To Buber man's purpose is to become a responsible person in a com-
munity of persons. A community of persons can remain intact only if 
each person is in true relation to others and to God. A person is an 
individual man whose latent social self has been awakened through con-
frontation. The capacity for becoming a social self, a person, is given 
at birth and is usually awakened in infancy by relation to one's parent. 
However, once awakened, the social self may deny its social nature and 
attempt to become an individual rather than a person. In this event 
man becomes more like a thing and is a fragment of what he is intended 
to be. "The person looks on his Self; individuality is concerned with 
its MY-my kind, my race, my creation, my genius. 111 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 64. 
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There are not two kinds of man, but two poles of humanity. 
No man is pure person and no man pure individuality. None 
is wholly real, and none wholly unreal. Every man lives in 
the twofold T. But there are men so defined by person that 
they may be called persons, and men so defined by indivi-
duality that they may be called individuals. True history 
is decided in the field between these two poles. 
The more a man, humanity, is mastered by individuality, the 
deeper does the I sink into unreality. In such times the 
person in man and in humanity leads a hidden subterrane~ 
and as it were cancelled existence--till it is recalled. 
Jeremiah also conceived man's existence as being in two sharply de-
fined categories, though they do not coincide exactly with Buber•s. He 
would distinguish relation to Yahweh on the one hand from relation to 
what is not Yahweh on the other. Relation to Yahweh would be like 
Buber's I-Thou relation in so far as it was of primary and intrinsic 
value. Relation to what is not Yahweh would be like the I-It world pro-
vided it was made a value instrumental to Yahweh-worship. Like Buber, 
he would say that primary loyalty to an instrumental value would be 
sin, and would carry within it man's doom. 
Buber's two levels of relation for the individual person are seen 
in Jeremiah's portrayal of Israel's early loyalty to Yahweh and its sub-
sequent declension to the worship of other gods. It did not occur to the 
masses to be irreligious. Their devotion was either at the high ethical 
level which Yahweh worship involved or at the low moral level identified 
with worship of other gods. Buber's differentiation of the two modes of 
human existence is implicit in Jeremiah's experience, but the cultures 
of the ancient Hebrew and of the modern Jew are so radically different 
that it is difficult to compare the two men. 
1. ~., p. 65. 
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This introducti on wi ll compare the I-Thou and I-It levels in Buber 
wit h their somewhat unlike counterparts in Jeremiah. Then, the remain-
der of the chapter will isolate the I-Thou relation wi th God and go into 
further detail of comparison. 
(1) I-Thou Level. - -This section will be considered under t vTO sub-
headings: (1) I-Thou level as it is af fected by tribal consc i ousness , 
and (2) I-Thou level as it is relat ed to the prophet's consciousness. 
As one attempts to compare I-Thou relation in the thought of Bu-
ber and of Jeremiah, t he f irst significant factor contributing t o the 
difficulty i s t he tri bal form of worshi p with which Jeremiah and his 
nation were identified. According to tribal consciousness, God dealt 
with the nation as a whole, not with the individual. There is an in-
herent consistency in tribal 1vorship of a god who makes ethicaJ. de-
mands. TheoreticaJ.ly, ethicaJ. living must begin with individuaJ. re-
spons i bility. If ethi cal living is at the core of true worship, any 
i ndividual--in the tri be or out of it--should qualif y as a t rue wor-
shi per. Such was not the case. The divine covenant was with members 
of the tribe, or with aliens 1~10 became members by other than ethical 
means. 
The in.consistency is further accentuated by the fact that ethi cal 
responses had t o be made by individuals who had no status as individuals. 
In order that the covenant bet ween Yahweh w1d the nation remain i ntact, 
the people had, among other t hings, to be considerate of the wi dow, the 
f atherless and the alien. Yet, i t had not dawned on the indi vidual 
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worshiper's mind that his responsibility before Yahweh was for his own 
sake, or for the sake of any other individual. It was for the nation 
as a whole. 
Though tribal religion impeded a plenary I-Thou relation between 
the ordinary citizen and God, it is not accurate to say that when the 
individual acted on the highest faith propositions of the day, he had no 
sense of encounter. Oftentimes his punishments were individually expe-
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rienced. Jeremiah interpreted Yahweh as cursing the king and various in-
dividuals for their lack of loyalty. Such punishments were not indepen-
dent of tribal connection, yet they signified a certain kind of indi-
vidual-to-Yahweh relation. Then, according to Buber an indi vidual at 
any time derives his I of the I-It level from a prior I-Thou encounter. 
There is nothing in the book of Jeremiah indicating that that did not 
happen. Buber would begin much earlier than the ''advanced' ' period of 
Jeremiah's day, and describe I-Thou relation in "primitive" peoples: 
That is, of those that have a meagre stock of objects, and 
whose life is built up within a narrow circle of acts highly 
charged with presentness.l 
The primitive man's vivid speech was characterized by the dialogue form. 
The Zula would say for "far away11 : "There where some one cries. out: '0 
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mother I am lost.' " In this manner of expressing themselves, primitive 
f'olk emerge as persons, still "without f'inished independence. "3 
These situations prior to the emergence of individual responsi-
bility are highly instructive to an observer twenty centuries removed. 
They show clearly that the given nature of man operates today as it did 
1. Ibid., p. 18. 2. Ibid. 3· Ibid. 
then: namely~ man~ qua man~ emerges into sel~-consciousness and later 
finds ~filment in an I-Thou relation. Even though cultural ~actors 
may hinder or enhance that relation~ the spirit of man con~ronted by 
the spirit of God~ as in ancient Israel~ cannot be completely "con-
tained~ " or limited by~ external (cultural) factors. Reality is so dy-
namic that it cannot be held down by the "vessel of clay11 through which 
it is made manifest. It spills over and makes itsel~ known in ways 
that digni~ without overwhelming the vessel. Under these circumstan-
ces, the I-Thou relation with God can have only an aborted sort of birth. 
Nevertheless, it has passed the ~etal stage. 
This section has indicated how tribal consciousness a~fected the 
I-Thou relation between laymen and God in Jeremiah's day. The situation 
was somewhat modified for the individual who was made God's mouthpiece 
~or the nation. According to the cultural pattern, it was normal ~or 
a prophet to have a face-to-face relation with God. In ~act, without 
that he would be considered a ~alse prophet. Here is Jeremiah's de-
scription of the false prophet: 
I did not send the prophets, yet they ran; I did not speak to 
them, yet they prophesied. But if they stood in my council, 
then they would have proclaimed my words to my people, &~d they 
would have turned them from their evil way, and from the evil 
o~ their doings. (Jer. 23:32-22). 
In the minds of the people a genuine prophet ,.,as the person who 
had stood in God's council and could bring a message directly from Him; 
and the true prophet had this idea of himself. With this · cultural form, 
the prophet in the act of meeting God in behal~ of the nation was in a 
position to meet Him as an individual person. Elijah 'vas thus enabled 
to hear "the still small voice. •t He had been licensed in his own mind 
as an agent for the nation. While Jeremiah was in the process of carry-
ing out his function, God addressed him as an individual person, com-
municating strength to his individual soul in his time of need. In such 
instances a prophet was in the double role of representing the group and 
of standing alone before God. However, Jeremiah was not qui te ready to 
lift up the "standing alone before God'' feature as the right of every 
worshiper. 
Epoch making were the issues of Providence into Jeremiah ' s per-
sonal life. Jeremiah was thoroughly identified with the people yet the 
very people he loved never ceased to reject him. Fortunately incessant 
rejection was turned into a boon through which a Providential thrust 
could be made. The severity of his personal struggle kept him in an 
I-Thou encounter so that having his own deep needs met turned out to be 
his greatest contribution to his day and even to the present day. The 
only thing that could keep his own integrity intact .was the inwardness 
of Reality in his own heart. He found personal salvation _ through his 
discovery that an individual could have an I-Thou relation with Yahweh. 
It is well to see that Jeremiah's kind of I-Thou relation had two 
poles of emphasis: (1) an individual could have personal encounter with 
God, and (2) an individual could have personal encounter with God. The 
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big element to Jeremiah was that he could transcend his own agonies 
because God had come to him. His emphasis was on the redeeming power 
of God. When he put his personal experience in the form of a teaching, 
he spoke of a new covenant in the heart of every individual. But even 
here, as was seen in the section on his Superego, the emphasis is not 
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on the individual but on the heart as the locus of the new tribal 
covenant. (Jer. 31:3lf). The sins of the nation had reached such 
enormity that God could do nothing less than do for the people ~ 
whole what He had done in Jeremiah' s own heart. That surely would work . 
Here was !-Thou encounter full-blown in the private consciousness of 
one person. Yet tribal consciousness made it impossible for the 
experient to verbalize its meaning. He was unable to break with his 
culture long enough to think of an !-Thou relation for everyone. It is 
beyond question that Jeremiah repeatedly was in an !-Thou encounter with 
God. His culture kept him from interpreting it as the revolutionary 
event that it actually was. 
Blind rejection on the part of the social group provided an oppor-
tunity for God to get through to the individual heart of Jeremiah. Now, 
blindness on the part of the prophet opened the door for another Provi-
dential thrust of revelation. It was mentioned above that the !-Thou 
event for Jeremiah was bi-polar. The "individual" side was glowingly 
experienced but dimly interpreted. The "Presence-as-Power" side was 
interpreted with much more vigor and clarity. He applied this lat ter 
idea to a current social situation. He wrote a letter to the exiles in 
Babylon, counseling them to continue worshiping Yahweh even though they 
were in a strange land. (Jer. 29). That this vras an unheard of thing 
to say is seen from the 1.rail of those already in Babylon: ''How shall 
we sing the Lord's song in a foreign land? " (Psalms 137:4). It was 
their thought that Yahweh could be worshiped only in the country where 
he lived; l·~·, in Judah. Jeremiah's personal encounter had been so 
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potent with the presence of God that he could transcend his culture 
and urge that the exiled group in Babylon continue worship. Further-
more, they were to build houses, tal~e wives, seek the welfare of their 
captors and pray for them. {Jer. 29:4-7). Even >vith these instructions 
he envisioned their relation to Yahweh as a group, for the entire group 
vras to be blessed and the entire group ivas to be allowed to return after 
seventy years. {Jer. 2!9 :10-12). It is easy to see how strategic this 
letter was in the developing history of man's encounter with God. Jere-
miah was far more revolutionary than he knew. Ezekiel and other prophets 
and leaders in Babylon were able to build upon these instructions which 
had been forged in the heat of Jeremiah's personal encounter, and teach 
full-fledged individual responsibility. (Ezekiel 18). Then the cultural 
pattern was set for authentic I-Tnou encounter with God by any individual 
person. 
Buber's I-Thou level of human existence is thus seen in authentic 
form in Jeremiah's personal life, yet in a dim form in his thinking and 
in the experience of "lay" folk around him. What is most significant is 
t he part that Jeremiah's own experience had in freeing succeeding genera-
tions to richer relation >vith God. 
(2) The I-It Level.--Under the preceding heading it was pointed out 
that the I-Thou relation occurs at a very primitive level (Buber) and al-
so in cultures where tribal consciousness obtains (Jeremiah). After self-
consciousness emerges, it becomes possible for the self to look back upon 
the event of confrontation. The "looking back upon" is an act of knowing 
and belongs to the I-It level. Even though the personal I-Thou relation 
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precipitates an 1 long before the 1 emerges as a full-fledged indi-
vidual person, the I-It world begins to build up. The thinly-drawn I 
begins to "experience and use." The I-It world is familiar to any per-
son in any culture, though the I-Thou, its predecessor, comes to fUll de-
velopment only after long struggle and development. Just as the fetus 
during gestation builds up an apperceptive mass of feeling, response, 
and satisfaction which eventually makes possible the first I-Thou rela-
tion, so the individual submerged in the tribe is developing ability to 
have full-fledged relation as an individual person. It is not that the 
pre-exilic Hebrews were not persons (in Buber's sense), but that they 
were less personal than they were equipped to be in Ezekiel's day. 
Rather, man is born for full-blown I-Thou relation as an individual, but 
the culture into which he is born may truncate his relational awareness. 
Jeremiah was the important connecting link between two levels of 
relational awareness in Hebrew history. He was, as it were, a sacri-
ficial lamb slain so that the limitation of Hebrew culture could be 
transcended. Because of his fidelity the individual could emerge from 
the social group and have the possibility of a more abundant life in fUll 
I-Thou relation with God. Though the relation level of human existence 
had to be won through his agony, his blood, and his absolute dedication, 
he was thoroughly familiar with the It-bound world. It was bondage to 
the It-world which constituted the sinfulness against which he spoke.1 
It is true that the It-bound world to him was peculiar in that it con-
l. Cf. Ibid., p. 46. 
tained the element of worship of gods other than Yahweh. Worship of 
foreign deities in his day cam be compared to sensate culture in Buber' s 
day. For Buber the I-It world is not evil in itself. On the contrary; 
to develop and use it in the proper perspective is necessary for man's 
moral and religious nature. Since the I-It world of 11experience and 
use " was, under Jeremiah ' s social situation, associated with apostasy 
from Yahweh, it would not be tolerated by Jeremiah. However, it is legi-
timate to distinguish in Jeremiah's I-It world between the pagan deities 
and the "secUlar'' elements of connnunal living (I-It level to Buber). 
Those ''secular" elements as such would not be considered by Jeremiah as 
evil. When one was in proper relation to Yahweh, the 11secular11 
elements would be as indispensable, according to him, as they are to 
Buber. 
The second chapter of the book of Jeremiah is studded with refer-
ences to bondage in the world of It. The first one reflects the apo-
state element in Jeremiah's world of It. The second shows that forsak-
ing Yahweh meant self-centered living on the level of "experience and use. " 
But my people have changed their glory for that which does 
not profit. (Jer. 2:llb) 
Be appalled, 0 heavens at this, be shocked, be utterly deso-
late, says the .Lord, for my people have committed two evils: 
they have forsaken me~ the fount ain of living waters, and 
hewed out cisterns for themselves, broken cisterns, that can 
hold no water. (Jer. 2:12-13). 
The second passage reflects the manner in which Buber's world of I-It is 
implicit in Jeremiah's thought, although it is mixed with other elements . 
. 1. Cf . Ibid. pp. 34, 38, 46. 
Compare Martin Buber: 
The self-willed man does not believe and does not want. He 
does not know solidarity of connection, but only the feverish 
world outside and his feverish desire to use it. Use needs 
only to be given an ancient name, and it companies with the 
gods. When this man says Thou, he means " 0 my ability to use, 11 
and what he terms his destiny is only the equipping and sanc-
tioning of his ability to use. He has in truth no destiny, but 
only a being that is defined by things and instincts, which he 
fulfills with the feeling of sovereignty--that is, in the ar-
bitrariness of self-will. He has no grand will, only self-
will, which he passes off as real will.l 
Jeremiah's criticism of his compatriots was that their apostasy from 
the "grand will11 {in Buber's sense) was only self-will. To turn away 
from Yahweh was to "experience and use" others as a thing: 
How well you direct your course to seek lovers! So that even to 
wicked women you have taught your ways. Also on your skirts is 
found the lifeblood of guiltless poor; you did not find them 
breaking in. Yet in spite of all these things you say, " I'm 
innocent; surely this anger has turned from me. 11 ( Jer. 2:33-35) . 
Buber's main insistence on guarding the primacy of the !-Thou relation 
is to keep man from becoming overridden by his instincts and the world 
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of thi ngs. He and Jeremiah come together at this point. He analyzes 
and describes the social consequences which inevitably issue from a 
defection from an !-Thou relation with Yahweh: 
Your iniquities have turned these away, and your sins have kept 
good frcm you. For wicked men are found among my people; they 
lurk like fowlers lying in wait. They set a trap; they catch 
men. Like a basket :f'ull. of birds, their houses are f'ull of' 
treachery; therefore, they have beccme great and rich and have 
grown fat and sleek. They know no bounds in deeds of wickedness; 
they judge not with justice the cause of' the fatherless, to make 
it prosper and they do not defend the rights of the needy. 
(Jer. 5 :25-28). 
1. ~· pp. 48-61. 
Here it is abundantly clear that Jeremiah knew the world of I-It. 
Throughout his book he distinguishes this world from the world which 
is transformed by an I-Thou relation with Yahweh. 
ii. Epistemic Node 
The remainder of this chapter deals with what, in this paper, is 
termed the three modes of I-Thou relation. This sub-division will set 
forth the sense in 1·rhich religious kno1·lledge is and is not involved in 
confrontation. Though both Buber and Jeremiah would strongly affirm 
that confrontation Hit.h God is direct and immediate, neither vwuld say 
that it has kno>-rledge-:validi ty independent of the remainder of man 1 s 
experience. Nor 1vould either say that immediacy--that is, psychological 
certitude--comes from any form of mystic absorption. 
(1) Knowledge during Relation.--On page 127 it was stated that tri-
bal consciousness was the first si gnificant factor contributing to the 
difficulty of comparing the I-Thou relation in the thought of Buber and 
of Jeremiah. The second factor making comparison difficult is Jeremiah's 
idea of revelation, which lacked the epistemological sophistication neces-
sary to distinguish God's part from man's part. Buber is clear on this 
point. He says that. the I-Thou relation is not religious kno·wledge but 
that it begets knowledge. Hol-r this happens will be discussed in a later 
sub-section. 
Jeremiah 1·muld feel that the God -vrho was immediately present could 
connmmicate words and sentences of His divine message. He >Wuld not 
distinguish between God's presence and the prophet's interpretation 
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of what he thought. the event communicated. The false prophets gave 
incorrect messages just because they had not. sat in the 11 counciln of 
God, for if they had met God face-to-face, their lives '1irould have mani-
fested that fact in their moral living. Jeremiah met God, and his ~Nn 
life was up to the high ethical standard required. Ho1orever, that his 
prophecies were his own interpretations is shown by the mistakes he 
made. The first 11words of the Lord 11 which he spoke were a lfarning 
a gainst tbe Scythian invasion. The invasion never did occur. Jeremiah 
fell into disrepute as a young prophet because he was mistaken about 
the 11 sure 11 -vmrds of the Lord. He had made the mistake of mixing his 
bona fide relation to the lord with his own personal forecast. Later 
when he collected his former prophecies, he revised his original messages 
so t hat the enemy "from the north 11 referred to the Chaldeans ins t ead of 
to the Scyt.hians. Again, he 1.;as unaware that his revision vras his own 
doing . It. v<as still a "Thus sai th the Lord." 
Jeremiah cannot be blamed for not knowing epistemology. In 600 B.c. 
that philosophical discipline had not been thought of even in Greece. The 
surprising feature is that he was not wrong more often. 1here was a ~ 
of re velation which did come authentically out of his I-Thou rela t ion to 
Yahweh. 1 For fuber the event of r elation is not knov1ledge; it includes 
knovTledge. Relation is the act of reaching out with one 1s vThole being 
J..) ( 
to meet a personal Thou. Both thought and action, or the readiness for ac-
tion, are required for relation to occur between an I and a ~- Psychologi-
1. See pp. 129-132, supra. 
cally, when the experient says, "Soul of my soul, 11 he has not said too 
much.1 "It is not outside you, it stirs in the depth of you. n2 
Although the experience of the "between" has to be registered inside 
the I in relation, one must "guard against wishing to remove it into 
your own soul--for then you annihilat e it. n3 To the extent that it is 
awareness of One over against one, it is knowledge. 4 
(2) Knowledge Brought into the Relation.--For a man to be able to 
order his world and his knowledge of God and then have an I-Thou re-
lation with God he has interpreted presupposes a "thousand human genera-
tions. "5 In other words the ability to converse, to think in terms 
of God and then to experience Him requires the work of many others in 
preceding cultures. Both Buber and Jeremiah were brought up in homes 
of faith--homes exemplary in their understanding of the most advanced 
religious beliefs of their own periods. Each man aspired to a life with 
God and thrilled over the way God had been realized in historical persons 
and in wondrous events of the past. Each one acted freely on the know-
ledge of God which he had when he entered the I-Thou relation to God. 
Not only did that knowledge motivate relation but it was part of the 
quality of the relation itself. 
Jeremiah was alone in his day in the way he searched the "ancient 
paths " to buttress his faith with a "system" of beliefs rooted in history. 
Both men would be proud to witness to the heritage of beliefs which pre-
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 33. 
4. Ibid., p. 30. 
2. Ibid. 3· Ibid. 
5. Buber, EClipse of God, p. 68. 
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pared them for confrontation, and which were a necessary presupposition 
of the moment of mutual meeting between God and himself. To answer the 
question as to whether or not relation is knowledge, either man would 
say that knowledge was contained in relation. Jeremiah would identify 
receiving the "words n of Yahweh with relation to God. Buber would 
say that a person builds on his religious knowledge for increasingly 
meaningful relation, but that relation as such also includes acting, 
living, and personal involvement which go beyond abstract thought. The 
element of immediacy is recognized as a psychological mechanism operat-
ing in the depth of one's being. 
Though a psychological mechanism operates to produce immediacy, 
that fact is not meant to suggest a purely subjective origin of relation. 
What is meant is that relation is occasioned by a gestalt of idea, action, 
and wholeness--all with an objective reference. Immediacy, or psychologi-
cal certitude, stems from what is more immediate than sense experience--
one's own inner unity. It is important to add that in fuber' s thought 
it is not merely that. Faith propositions brought into relation are not 
created out of one's fancy but are the formulation of coherent experience. 
Buber does not outline steps for entering relation, beginning, for example, 
with faith propositions accepted as true. He iVOuld oppose any technique 
which would supposedly eventuate in relation. However, he would certainly 
affirm that a believer does at all ttmes find himself with faith proposi-
tions which he accepts as true. These propositions are connected to a 
sense of self-imposed ethical obligations. These propositions are also 
felt to be sanctioned by God, the Absolute Person, believed to exist 
outside and over against the experient. All these elements focus com-
mitment and action on a Being outside the bounds of one's l· Such know-
ledge prior to relation determines the depths and quality of relation 
itself. 
Up to this point it is clear that both Buber and Jeremiah agree on 
relying on knowledge which is brought into relation. For both men knm-T-
ledge is confinned and made luminous by religious experience. But the 
next question is: how does encounter yield content of revelation? How 
do new insights came from relation1 This question is not the problem of 
this dissertation, but it will be treated in order to throw into relief 
the real meaning of the I-Thou relation with God. 
(3) Interpretation of Encounter.--It has been emphasized that 
neither Buber nor Jeremiah conceived encounter with God as yielding 
kno1-rledge of God independent of the remainder of man's experience • 
However, Jeremiah would have been quick to sey that one receives 
veridical religious knowledge when he meets God. He would have aaid 
this despite the fact that he was at times mistaken. Under the power 
and luminousness of a subsequent experience, he could minimize the fact 
of his having to accommodate a former "message" to the changed histori-
cal situation. 
Unlike Jeremiah, Buber makes a sharp distinction between meeting 
God and the humanly-phrased message which grows out of the meeting. 
Man receives something but not words and sentences, nor any other kind 
of sense experience. Words and sense experience may follow as man's 
interpretations on the I-It level. 
.L40 
Man receives, and he receives not a specific "content" 
but a Presence, a Presence as ·power.l 
Man receives something more than he, alone, is able to produce. His 
situation is changed, and he is changed. All this happens in such a 
manner that the experient feels that it has happened "to11 him and not 
merely " in" him. 2 Though he receives no message as such, "living re-
ligiousness wishes to bring forth living e t hos_. • . • Always it is the 
religious which bestows and the ethical which receives. u3 
It is not man's own power that works here, nor is it God's 
pure effective4passage, but it is a mixture of the divine and the human. 
Man is not a "speaking-tube" nor a '' f'unnel. " 5 He is ~'an organ, which 
sounds according to its own laws; and to sound is to modify. 116 
Before setting forth Buber's idea of how encounter gets translated 
into knowledge, it is well to show in another way how he emphasizes the 
dichotomy between meeting and revelation content. He feels that man 
needs an absolute ethic if he is to realize what he is meant to be, or 
even if he is to come to a complete awareness of his own I. 7 But no 
absoluteness for a scale of values can be drawn from man ~ s own soul 
alone. That can come only out of a personal relationship with the Ab-
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solute Person . As emphatic as Buber is on this point, he speaks directly 
against the moral heteronomy which might be latent in .& verbal communica-
tion from an Absolute Person. 
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 110. 
3. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 98. 
5. Ibid. 6. Ibid. 
2. Ibid., p. 1:09. 
4. Buber, I and Thou, p .117. 
1· Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 98. 
It would be a :fundamental misunderstanding of what I am 
saying if one assumed that I am upholding so-called moral heter-
onomy or external moral laws in opposition to so-called moral 
autonomy or self-imposed moral laws. Where the Absolute speaks 
in the reciprocal relationship, there are no longer such alterna-
tives. The whole meaning of reciprocity, indeed, lies in just 
this, that it does not wish to impose itself but to be freely 
apprehended. It gives us something to apprehend,but it does 
not give us the apprehension. Our act must be entirely our own 
for that which is to be disclosed to us to be disclosed, even 
that which must disclose each individual to himself. In theon-
amy . the divine law seeks for your own, and true revelation re-
veals to you yourself.l 
Here it is seen that distance between God and man is necessary in order 
to make entering into relation have meaning. 2 The Absolute over against 
man supplies the point of reference through which man is lifted out of 
his problematical existence into abiding meaning. It is not that 
"meaning" is foisted upon man. Man has the capacity for meaning within 
himself, but the meaning he is able to work out needs confirmation in 
One who is unconditioned. Now the question is: how cross the gap be-
tiveen the act of apprehending the One who does not 11 give us the appre-
hension" to the other side where the revelation of neach individual to 
himself" constitutes the apprehension? 
The first datum of revelation is perception of 11Presence as Power. " 
When the experient realizes that he lacks something, or that his exist-
ence as creature is problematic, he reaches out past that kind of anx-
iety to an Object which is accepted by his reason as "out there. " 
Acting on the faith proposition organizes the structure of his being 
l. Ibid., pp. 98-99· 
2. Martin Buber, 11Distance and Relation, 1, Psychiatry, 20, No. 2 {May, 
1957), P· 97. 
so that there is immediacy of fulfilment. The objective reference of 
the faith-gestalt together with experienced fulfilment is brought into 
meaning by the social nature of his own being . Buber calls this given 
quality the 11a priori of r elat.ion 11 or the "inborn Thou. 11 
There is awareness of an objective 'l'hou. What is experienced in the 
depths of one's being is a unity, an actualizing of capacities which had 
been existing potentially. The feeling of power received is like the 
sense of well-being one gets from a flash of insight at the end of what 
seemed to be fruitless effort. It is as if the "gears 11 were there to 
be meshed, but that man's effort opens the way for a divine grace to do 
what man by his effort alone could not. accomplish. When the Fulfiller 
comes in this way, He seems to stand in the relation of love. How else 
could one be truly fulfilled except by love of a person? Whether actions 
or words flov1 out of that event, the human expression of i t constitutes 
the "content" of revelat.ion, "mixture of the divine and the human. 11 
Revelation first is a changed man, and then it is words, or a:: t.s, or 
both--manifesting the change. The Person is given; the po-v1er seems to 
be received; man is changed; and he communicates "content" of what has 
happened. 
Buber speaks of three characteristics of 11 Presence as power, 11 
which are received as revelation. · First, there is "fulness of real 
mutual action," which is "heavy with meaning. 111 Secondly, meaning is 
inexpressibly confirmed. "It has more certitude for you than the per-
1. Buber, I and 'Ihou, P• 110. 
nl h ception of your senses. Thirdly, t ere is an urge not to words or 
explanation, but to action. '' It wishes to be born into the world." 2 
When meaning is made incandescent, and incandescence is love fran a 
Divine Person, the gap is crossed from Thou to .!· Man's moral autonomy 
is respected, for any action of love which a man feels toward another 
is just what his own nature approves. The gift which he receives is 
what he most wants and which becomes the solid foundation of a divinely 
confirmed ethic. 
John Baillie describes this situation as having God on both sides.3 
" I live, 11 seys St. Paul, "yet not I, but Christ liveth in me." (Gala-
tians 2:20). This indicates why the I-Thou relation with human persons 
gives only a "glimpse through to the eternal ~· 11 God can be, in a 
sense, on both sides in that He created the social structure of man's 
being. The !-Thou relation "is consummated only in the direct relation 
>vi th the Thou that by its nature cannot become It. u 4 
In encounter God gives Himself as a Person, but man does not come 
11nearer to unveiling being, or .solving the riddle. u5 It turns out that 
encounter can be translated into lmowledge because of the given nature 
of man to be able to experience :f'ulfilment and to interpret that as love 
fran a Person. It seems quite a departure from phenomenology to jump 
from a description and analysis of phenomena of religion to revelation, 
which can be explained only by metaphysics--a positing of an a priori 
relation. But that .is Buber's account. Besides, it was made clear at 
l. Ibid. 2. Ibid. ' p. 111. 
~ 4. Buber, ~- cit., p. 75· 
3 . QE.. cit . ' p • 234 • 
5 • Ibid. ' p. lll • 
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the beginning of this subsection t hat a treatment of revelation is not 
included within the limits of this dissertation. It would be more ac-
curate to say that a discussion of the content of revelation is not in-
eluded, because, actually, encounter is revelation. Revelation content 
has been brought in to distinguish it from the perceptual data of 
I-Thou relation. 
Knowledge which is acted on leads to encounter, which, in turn, 
is shot through with and produces an awareness, which awareness crys-
talizes into incandescent conviction. In addition to knowledge which 
goes into encounter, there are action, feeling, instinct and surrender. 
1 Therefore, relation includes but is more than knowledge. The author-
ity of the religious tradition usually precedes encounter, but "it is 
none the less true that in the totality of religious history, tradition 
2 
and belief depend on experience. 11 
This exposition pointing to how encounter becomes knowledge is 
based on fuber' s thought. The way in which Jeremiah failed to separate 
knowledge frcm encounter is set forth on pages 129 to 132. fuber' s de-
scription is intended to apply to all human beings, and there seems 
nothing in the way of supposing that Jeremiah had the interior ex-
perience to correspond to fuber's interpretation. It was just that 
Jeremiah interpreted his experience as one would expect a prophet in 
his culture to do it. 
1. Cf. fuber, Eclinse of God, pp. 59 and 60. 
2. William Temple, ~· cit., p. 336. 
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_Need reaching out, encounter, Person, love have been given above 
as a sequence from man, to God, to interpretation. Buber 1 s more elabor-
ate epistemological description of' this sequence seems to be in order. 
The urge toward revelation-content was seen to be in the event of' rela-
tion. As satisfying as man finds it to have his faith propositions con-
firmed in religious experience, that is not enough. He is impelled to 
project his experience into the world. He is not content to have the 
wonder of' relation unrelated to his experience on the I-It level. The 
transition from encounter to "contents" of' revelation takes its root in 
man 1 s craving to have his I-Thou world to become the archi teet of' his 
1 I-It world. He wants to cling to God in such a way that the Presence 
pervades all his experience. 2 
First, man is unsatisfied with a change back and forth between the 
" inborn Thou" and the Actual Thou. Duration in time is needed. God be-
comes an object of' faith to complete the act of relation. In this way 
belief' tends to take the place of' relation. Secondly, man is unsatis-
I . 
f'ied with being alone with God. He desires to have relation expanded 
in space as well as in time. Therefore, God becomes the f'ai th-ob.ject of' 
a cult. But another advance must be made both in time and space. 3 For 
duration to be stabilized, God has to be seen everywhere in the world. 
From this necessity Buber developed his idea of' "signs"--of' interpreting 
1. Buber, Eclipse of God, p. 128. 
2. ~., p. 129; cf. also Buber, I and Thou, pp. 117-120. 
3. Buber, I and Thou, pp. 113-115. 
things as 11Words" of communication from being. 11 If you hallow this life 
you meet the living God. "1 Compare William Temple: 
We affirm, then, that unless all existence is a medium of 
Revelation, no particular Revelation is possible; for the 
possibility of Revelation depends on the personal quality of 
that supreme and ultimate Reality which is God. • • • Either 
all occurrences are in some degree revelat~on of God, or else 
there is no such revelation at all •••• " 
This kind of conviction came to Buber when he was converted from the 
11religious n to the "everyday. '' He was in the habit of having intense 
mystical experiences in which he seemed to be absorbed into God's being. 
Right after such an experience one day a seeker came for help. Buber, 
under the spell of his ecstacy, was so insulated agains;t the man and 
his need that he did not discern the purport of the visit. The man 
went straight to his suicide.3 That experience brought Buber to see 
that if relation were to mean anything, it must even be tied to the 
commonplace experiences of everyday. It became a matter of having 
every common bush aflame with God. 
On the "space lf level Buber sees the necessity of moving from cult 
to community. When the radial lines of relation extend through persons, 
they meet in a common Center. In this situation one finds authentic 
community. It is only in the expansion of "Presence as power11 into 
the time-space continuum that there arises for man a nworld that is 
house and home, a dwelling for man in the universe. " 4 
1. Ibid., p. 79; Buber, Between Man and Man, pp. 10-13. 
2. Op. cit., p. 306. 
3· Buber, Between Man and Man, pp. 13-14. 
4. Buber, I and Thou, p. 115. 
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However, even expansion of encounter into the world and community 
is not the end of the story. As central as is the I-Thou relation with 
God, it is not man's business to be preoccupied with God. The purpose 
of relation is to confirm meaning in the world. ".Al.l. revelation is a 
surmn.ons and a sending. nl In the very act of going on a mission, man 
keeps the relation alive. In the act of reflecting on God, he moves 
away from relation. 2 The "content" of revelation grows as man responds 
to summons and feels himself sent on a mission. 
Buber's elaboration of the way revelation gets worked into revela-
tion-content is amply illustrated in Jeremiah's experiences. With Jere-
miah's past faith propositions made luminous, he was immediately rest-
less to objectify the faith Object and to do that in combination with 
specific interpretations. Concurrent with this was his urge to see the 
message and faith Object embraced by the nation. Not only t hat, but the 
summons was constantly being worked out in his mission to the people. His 
unflagging effort in his mission kept him alive to the immediacy of God's 
presence and power. 
This subsection has described the general type of interpretation 
which the experient makes of his encounter with God, but it has not 
mentioned ~ the transition occurs. That description will be made in 
the next section. 
1. Ibid., p. 115. 
2. Ibid., p. 116. 
iii. The Psychological Mode 
In this section an attempt will be made to compare Buber and Jere-
miah to find out what structures or mechanisms they consider to make 
encounter and religious knowledge possible. Buber describes what he 
conceives to be the processes but data in this area are sparse in the 
book of Jeremiah. For that reason material will have to be reconstruct-
ed as it seems to fit his situation. 
(1) The Organism.--Buber assumes that the mind-body organism is a 
unit. The unconscious mind and the body are both needed for a moral life, 
and the essential human element is awakened by the body's experience in 
the womb. These matters will be further expounded in the next subsection. 
Jeremiah opens his autobiographical account with God's relation to 
him before birth. Though this, in itself, points to no mind-body rela-
tion, it indicates Jeremiah's recognition of the divine significance of 
the human organism as such. God formed the organism in the womb and made 
plans for Jeremiah as a potential person. There is no evidence to indi-
care that Jeremiah did not share the Hebrew conception of man; namely, 
that "God formed man of dust f'rcm the ground, and breathed into his nos-
trils the breath of life, and man became a living being. " 1 (Genesis 2:7). 
The human organization (mind-body) is a combination of God's spirit and 
the physical world which God created. For both men a person is mind and 
body. For both, the mind-body unit is the proper starting place in any 
1. This quotation is from the i! Source, which had been in literary form 
for 150 years and probably had been in Hebraic thought long be-
fore that. 
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consideration of the human person, of encounter, and of knowledge. 
Since Jeremiah makes no reference to a life beyond death, it m~ 
be inferred that he shared another early Hebrew idea; namely, that when 
the spirit and body separate, there is no longer a person--only dust and 
God's breath. At best human existence after death could be little more 
than like the heat of a match after the flame had been extinguished. 
This point is no integral part of Jeremiah's idea of encounter, but it 
does serve to emphasize the degree to which he probably considered the 
mind and body together as necessary components of a person as a person. 
It is characteristic of a living organism to interact with its environ-
ment in such a manner as to promote its own fulfilment. The .reason why 
a living organism takes from its environment what it needs, and how it 
"knows '' what it needs, and to take just that, is a mystery which does not 
lie in the province of this study. The fact which may be described is 
that an organism, qua organism, behaves in that manner. The ability to 
11 perceive" and make this relationship is its given nature. When the 
organism is seen at its most advanced level, it would not be surprising 
to see it perceiving and grasping "wholes" which cohere to sustain its 
existence, growth and productivity. 
(2) The Genesis of Relation.--Buber and Jeremiah see all of life 
as under the providence of God. It is natural that they see the crea-
tive power of God active in the moment of conception and operative 
throughout the period of gestation. Jeremiah interpreted the Divine 
Presence as revealing how God for.med him in the womb and consecrated 
him for a special vocation as prophet. Buber sees the developing fetus 
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as experiencing physical feelings and as responding to them with satis-
faction. The physical relationship between its independent structure 
and that of the mother communicated through feelings to the unconscious 
mind a growing body of feelings, responses and satisfactions. A large 
unconscious apperceptive mass builds up in the unconscious before birth 
to support consciousness after birth. The physical organism interacts 
with environment and through that interaction grasps elements that co-
here, which coherence brings a sense of satisfaction. This coherence 
habit is identified with the apperceptive mass and is ready for in-
creasing development after birth. This grouping together of elements 
that bring f'ulfilment to the organism is related to the "cosmic yearn-
ing" for relation with persons. 
Since Jeremiah felt himself fore~rdained even prior to his concep-
tion to be the Lord's mouthpiece, it would be natural for him to visual-
ize every moment of his developing as presided over by God. Buber' s in-
born Thou finds its· counterpart in Jeremiah's having whatever divine 
equipment would be necessary for him to discharge the divine purpose. 
In Buber's language that would include: (1) physical feelings of satis-
faction registering in the unconscious apperceptive mass, {2) coherence-
habits, and (3) capacity for relation. 
Buber thinks the newborn baby, though wrested from the intimate 
and satisfying relation to his mother's body, is forever stamped with 
"the secret image of desire" for an I-Thou relation. Before that has 
a chance to happen, the unconscious apperceptive mass is swiftly en-
larged with sensations, occasioned by a developing awareness. The world 
does not '' spill itself into expectant senses, but rises to meet the 
1 grasping senses. 
Through repeated strivings and shapings of the synthesizing ap-
perceptive mass, the form of creation begins to be assimilated. All 
the while there is the never-ending effort of consciousness to establish 
relation. Apparently aimless movements of hands reach out, until the 
moment arrives when the awareness settles on one coherent meaning. It 
may be the "soul of the red carpet, 11 the Teddy-bear, a simmering ket tle, 
or mother--some complete wholeness. The ''grasping form" within, that 
is the "mould for the soul, 1' is awakened into response--to the first 
actual Thou. Such a Thou again and again arises and just as often sinks 
into memory with no apparent connection to anything. Only gradually 
does the entering of relation emerge into personal being, so that ''Through 
the Thou a man becomes I. "2 
Jeremiah's account supplies no data to correspond with .this emer-
gence of his I. When his thought was characterized in Chapter III, evi-
dence was adduced to show that the religious syncretism of the day could 
have so upset his priestly household that anxiety could have communi-
cated to him as a life-long liability. This anxiety, interpreted as a 
threat to love, could have left its stamp in the form of an oral charac-
ter and compulsive drive to moral and spiritual perfection. 
(3) The Belief Situation.--In Chapter II John Hi ck's outline of 
the normative belief-situation was lifted up as a pilot scheme in ap-
1. Buber, I and Thou, p. 26. 2. Ibid, p. 28. 
preaching Buber. The scheme is implicit in Buber and in Jeremiah pro-
vided assent to faith propositions are kept close to concrete life sit-
uations. An ethical proposition adopted by one would stimulate a dis-
position to act and to feel convi ction. Reaching out to a Thou on this 
basis ties one's ethics to the Absolute Person. Only when this happens 
can man realize his essential nature. A man is not the man he is meant 
to be until he is in relation to God. 
Buber indicates that a man know the Absolute either by forging in 
his own experience his inherited faith propositions or by faithfully 
acting on the light that he has in each situation. This assumes that 
the person is acting responsibly and without inner or outer duress. 
Necessary to winning an I-T.hou relation to God is entrance through the 
door of dread. To go straight to a God of love "i·Tithout confronting 
man's''problematic" of existence is to meet an idOl of one's own creation. 
Before the face of God the believing man may endure the inevitable 
anxiety of the lived life. 
Belief is Jeremiah's starting place in dialogue with God. In his 
priestly town of Anathoth he was well versed in the covenant relation 
of Yahweh with his people. The precarious situation of his nation with 
the threat of invasion from all sides without, and even worse, of apos-
tasy from within--these combined with no hope of life beyond the grave 
all together dramatize the problematic existence of his beloved nation. 
Dreadful and incomprehensible would life have been without his faith in 
Yahweh. Poignantly caught in the anxiety of his situation, he reached 
out to God. One encounter after another grounded him in awareness of 
the Absolute Person who confinned his ethicaJ. 11 Co-ordinates, 11 and, by 
that confirmation, made him the one reaJ. person of his day. Even the 
anxiety within his own personality left by childhood's spell was con-
verted into strength. B.y the authority of his nation 1 S history and 
by the authority of his personal confrontation with Yahweh, he could 
be certain that his nation was headed for doom, if it continued to dis-
regard its covenant relation with Yahweh. 
For Buber and for Jeremiah belief assented to, generated action 
and a mighty conviction, a summons to God and a divine commissioning, 
which perpetuated his prese~ce in their lives. 
(4) Responsibility versus Obligation.--T.he psycho-dynamics of 
ethical obligation are referred to explicitly by Buber and implicitly 
by Jeremiah. fuber moves away from the 11 1 ought 1 that swings free in 
1 the air" to concrete responsibility. He says that genuine responsi-
bility exists only where there is real responding. Whatever the day 
presents is the call for response. The I-Thou relation with God lifts 
.L~4 
man above duty and obligation and gives him a nmighty responsibility of 
2 love for the whole untraceable world-event. " When the I feels fulfilled 
in love, it becomes responsible for its ~· 
"Reaching out" to a Thou is an expression of the primordial drive, 
11 the cosmic yearning, 11 for relation. Reaching out is to the spirit-
level what drive to actuaJ.ization is at .the body level. Buber does not 
1. Buber, Between Man and Man, p. 16. 
2. Buber, I and Thou, p. 108 • . 
say so, but his description of adultreligion suggests that this "reach-
ing out" is embellished, overlaid, and intensified through what Allport 
caTI:s functional autonomy (modifications of the original drive as one 
interacts with his culture). 
A man 1 s responsibility can cover only what is possible to him in 
his circumstances. Responsibility on the I-Thou level supersedes "ought" 
on the I-It level. 
In this lies the likeness ••• of all who love, from the 
smallest. • • to him who is all his life nailed to the cross 
of the world, and who ventures to bring himself to the dreadful 
point--to love all men.l 
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Even when one responds to the divine summons to be sent on a mission, 
. 2 
there is no ought, but an enabling and a must. The word, must, does not 
refer to external necessity. It suggests the outworking of inward grace 
which picks one up and propels him with a power not his own to do what 
he most heartily wants--the Y.rill of God. 
The sense in which respons-ibility moves away from obligation is 
further seen in Buber. He says that follovling relation vlith God, moral 
judgments are done away with forever. 3 A so-called 11evil 11 man is one 
for whom there is greater responsibility ; one Y.mo needs mor e love. 
lmether a man thinks in terms of 11 oughtt1 or of 11responsibili ty 11 de-
pends on whether he is speaking from the I-It level of theoretical 
ethics or from the I-Thou level of personal motivation. 
Jeremiah -vrould share Buber's ideas of responsibilit.y in that he 
would connect moral behavior with the concrete present. At no time 
1. Ibid.' p. 15. 2. Ibid., p. 111. 3. __ Ibid.' p. 109. 
did he hold up an ideal to which responding was beyond immediate re-
sponsibility. His genius as a prophet lay in the fact that he rose 
in higher spirals of ethical insight because of the renewed strength 
which came with .fresh commitment to each new insight. The detached 
thinker may work out ideals of '' ought 11 which are coherent, but 
which may remain unapplied. Buber and Jeremiah were interested in 
the lived life, and in the power which it generates for meeting in-
creasing responsibilities. Confrontation keeps religion connected 
to the inner springs of instinctual motivation. 
Religion, certainly, has this advantage over1morality, that it is a phenomenon and not a postulate. 
(5) Reversal--the Road t ·o Encounter.---Buber and Jeremiah agree 
that '' turning, 11 or 11reversal, " ·opens the way for encounter to take 
place. Buber also calls it "going out to persist in grace," and 
"intention of faith 11 (innermost acting of men). 
A man's life cannot be weighted on the side of the It-world if 
he is to be what he is meant to be. He must turn to God. A man can-
not pray to God and use the world for profit. If he profits by the 
world, he will try to use God in the same 'vay. Not only is it wrong 
to treat a Thou as an It; it is also wrong to treat an It as an It. 
Reversal brings a man back to renew the meaning of his b so that his 
I-It world can be used and experienced in behalf of persons. Reversal 
goes beyond repentance in that the focus is on his empo,rerment for 
responsibility. Man 1 s essential nature can be kept intact only by the 
l. Buber, Between Man and Man, pp. 17-18. 
rhythm from 11 expa.nsion" into the world, to reversal, to expansion, back 
and forth. 
Jeremiah's constant plea was: "Return, 0 faithless children. " 
(Jer. 3:12b; 1:14a; 3:22a; 3:19; 4:1; 7:24, 26,28; 15:19; 16:12; 
13:7; 18:11; 25:5). He remembered Israel's early devotion in the 
wilderness after the covenant. Now, the oppression, immorality, self-
indulgences and even human sacrifice witness to their harlotry with 
other gods and their blindness. The serious consequence is that the 
existence of the nation is at stake j He begs the people to become 
aware of the ignominous destiny which they are courting, and, becoming 
a-vrare, to turn to Yahweh. In spite of his travail of soul for their 
sins, they are so enamored of the world of It that they are deaf to 
the call to "reversal. " 
Jeremiah, no less than fuber, realizes that God has concealed his 
presence to enable freedom of choice. Yet, they realize that he is 
closer than hands and feet and will make himself known in all his 
power upon the desire of whole persons turning to him. 
.L;J ( 
i v. 'Ihe Existential Mode 
The term, existential mode, is used to designate the original 
capacity for divine-human encounter as given in the organism. Both 
Buber and Jeremiah furnish the clue for this capacity--the one, ex-
plici tA-y and the other, implici t.ly. Buber calls it the a priori of 
relation or t.he inborn Thou. The potential person within the human 
organism can come to fulfilment only in relation to persons. The 
body can "perceive" t.he 11gestalt relation" bet:ween itself and what 
in the environment is related to its fulfilment. On a higher level 
consciousness can perceive relations in the physical world which may 
be used as symbols, the raw materials of communication. On a still 
higher level the drive for fulfilment as a person can form a gestalt 
of one's whole being as it per~eives a gestalt in incoming data from ; 
another person. 'Ihe inner gestalt., being the very self in its fulfil-
ment, has a sense of immediacy of the Thou perceived in gestalt. The 
directness, or immediacy, and presentness are the actual immediacy of 
the gestalt. of one's self. A person has the characteristic of persist-
ing through change. Therefore, the event of wholeness or fulfilment is 
accompanied by the sense of presentness as opposed to discrete moments 
of before and after. In this sense relation transcends the categories 
of time and space. Since sense of immediacy and certainty are occasioned 
by the gestalt in one's own being, the relational event actually is more 
immediate than one's sharpest sense experience. 
The relational event in the depths of one's being is what happens 
when man's reaching out meets incoming data formed into a gestalt with 
~ an objective reference. This is where Buber gets the ontic nature of 
the "between. " When two persons meet, the sum of the two does not 
exactly divide. 
There is a remainder, somewhere, where the souls end and the 
world has not yet begun, and this remainder is what is essen-
tial •••. What happens here cannot be reached by psychological 
concepts, it is something ontic •••• It is not to be grasped 
on the basis of the ontic of personal existence, or of that 
of two personal existences, but of that which has its being 
between them, and transcends both.1 
Buber turns to the Old Testament and perceives the relational 
events between God and the Hebrew nation as illustrative of his 
conception. The faith of the Old Testament becomes his and he finds 
it appropriate to view man as the creation of God. Whether man is 
created out of the being of the godhead is a question left unanswered~ 
He does say that creation out of nothing is un-Biblical. In the Bib-
lical account, '' to create 11 heaven and earth means to 11hew out . ., The 
meaning of this is left in mystery by the Bible--"in a process taking 
place within the godhead. 11 2 
God created man a potential person, leaving the actual person to 
emerge in relation between man and man. Instead of saying that man 
was born with categories of a mortal nature, he says that the original 
category of being is the inborn Thou. God did not call his people 
"to become a 'good' people., but a 'holy' people. u3 
Thus every moral demand is set forth as one that shall raise 
man, the human people, to the sphere where the ethical merges 
into the religious, or rather where the difference between the 
ethical and the religious is suspended in the breathing-space 
l. Buber, Between Man and Man, p. 204. 2. Ibid.' p. 188. 
of the divine. This is expressed with unsurpassable clarity 
in the reason given for the goal that is set. Israel shall 
become holy, 11 for I am holy. 111 
Man, even as man-with-man, cannot avoid the threat of non-being. 
He needs to have his personal fUlfilment consummated in relation to an 
Absolute Person. The word of revelation, ui am that I am, " is in-
terpreted in the course of Israel's history as the Holy One, the ab-
2 solute norm. If God is not a person, it is permissible, says Buber, 
to conceive of him as maldng himself a person for love of man. lf in 
our mode of existence, the only reciprocal relation with us that exists 
is a personal one. 11 3 
God is transcendent but not completely so. He is nearer than 
one's I. Though he dwells within, he must never be considered so 
much a part of man as to impair man's independence. In a sense God 
is on both sides of encounter. He created the center of being which 
the ~ is and he placed in the organism the drive to fulfilment--which 
becomes modified into a call to himself. 
Jeremiah, coming out of the context of Israel's history, believed 
that God was creator and judge of his nation. God conceived a plan for 
Jeremiah's life before he existed in his mother's vromb, and endowed him 
with all faculties necessary to carry through the divine purpose. He 
felt that God placed the migratory instinct in birds to make them reach 
1. Buber, Eclipse of God., pp. 104-105. 2. Ibid., p. 105. 
3· Ibid., p. 97· 
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out for what their natures needed. He also felt that God placed 
vTithin man's soul a desire for the will of God. That desire might 
become overlaid with other desires, but religion in man is as in-
1 
stinct in birds. (Jer. 8:7) 
1. Leslie, 2£· cit., pp. 336-337. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUM!"lARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this dissertation is to examine the concep t of 
divine-human encounter in the t hought, of Martin Buber and of Jeremiah. 
Encounter, or I-Thou relation VIi th God, has been chosen because of the 
central place -,.rhich it has occupied in religious systems of this cen-
t ury; because awareness of God is the fountainhead of great religious 
beliefs; because intersubjective r elation, as involved in relation to 
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God, has numerous applications in t.he te aching profession, in the minis-
try, in psychotherapy, and in other endeavors; and because divine-human 
encounter focuses upon the centrality of persons in Qynamic interpersonal 
rela t ions. These men have been chosen because their f ai th has been i'Trought 
out of challenging life-situations; because they represent widely-separated 
cultural periods-tribal and scientific; and because each of them has made, 
or is s t ill making, significant contributions to his respec t ive culture. 
The general method has been to examine the autobiographical and bio-
graphical material; to study the writings of each man; to characterize 
each man's thought; to find points in common ·wi th various personal.ity 
theories; to pay particular attention to the data lending t hemselves 
to psychological description, to the end of analyzing the I-Thou relation 
wi th God in its ~pistemic, psychological and existential modes. 
On the basis of these characterizations, each of these religious 
men has been compared to the other to det~rmine likenesses and dif-
ferences; to assay the effect of culture at the points of difference; 
to summarize the points of likeness which might have abiding value. 
The study does not attempt in any way to relate the findings to 
other religious orientations; nor to deal exhaustively with either man 
outside the area of divine-human encounter; nor to indicate how this 
area of interest permeated the remainder of each man's phil osophy. 
Reli gion has been narrovrly defined as divine-human encounter; t here-
fore, no full at t empt has been made to indicate hov1 religious know-
ledge is derived f rom religious relation. Reference has been made to 
this problem only to indicate how religious relation is to be dis-
tinguished from religious forms. 
Divine-human encounter, f or Buber, was found to fulf il man's na-
ture and, in so doing, to give awareness of a Thou who stands in 
the reciprocal relation of love. The structure v-rhich makes this 
a-v1areness possible is the unique ca tegory of being, called the in-
born Thou. 'l'his unique capacity is activated only when t.he totality 
of man reaches out to the Thou of his f aith proposition. The 11reaching 
out11 drive is given with the creation of man's mind-body organism. Im-
mediacy, directness, certitude, pr4sentness are the results of what, in 
psychological vernacular, is a gestalt--a gestalt of one 1s ,..;hole being. 
Concurrently, the gestalt of total meaning involved in be-
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lief in the Thou has an objective reference so that when the experient 
says Thou, he at the same time says I. The integration of one 1s being 
in the total outreach combines with the content of one's faith proposi-
tion, or with the residual meaning of God left from past experiences, 
to set up the I-Thou relation. No verbal message is given in this 
relation. The revelation he receives is 11 Presence as power. 11 
Jeremiah, caught in the tension of inherited faith and the impending 
doom of his nation, persevered through anxiety to meet the God of his 
fathers. He had t~ struggle to maintain his sense of authenticity, but 
he approached God with naivete. .A:;; he acted, he was "met, 11 but 
oftentimes he put. his o\om thoughts in the mouth of God. Many times 
those thoughts were insightful but many times they were not. In his be-
lief God gave him a self before he was born and placed }mat was like a 
migratory instinct in birds inside r of him to guide him to God. Buber, 
on the other hand, believed that God gives the ral-r materials of a self 
but that it has to be won. Jeremiah moved from a 11 'Ihus saith the Lord" 
to saying "I have a Presence. 11 The evidence is strong that he did have 
the Presence, for his greatest contribution was the life he lived. 
To summarize, findings and conclusions are: 
1. Buber finds two levels of human existence--I-Thou and I-It. 
The first is a personal relation, and the second is relation to things 
for experience and use. Accommodating Jeremiah's thought, to Buber 1 s f or 
purposes of comparison, the prophet would distinguish between relation 
to Yahweh and relation to what was not Yahweh. This is basically an 
epistemological distinction referring to a way of knowing another sub-
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ject on the one hand, and to a different way of knowing an object on t.he 
other. Subject-object knowledge on the I-It level involves the cate gories 
of conceptual reason; subject-subject knowledge on the I-Thou level in-
volves, in addition, a category of being, which Buber calls the inborn 
Thou or the a priori of relation. All this is stated in Buber's writ-
ings explicitly, but it may be found implicit;J:.y in Jeremiah. Jeremiah 
did not have an understanding of this kind of interpretation; he knew 
it qy having the relation. 
2. Social expectation af.fects both the quality of the I-Thou re-
lation and the revelation "content" which comes out of it. Jeremiah's 
contemporaries worshiped a God who dealt with them as a group. They did 
not meet God face-to-face. '!hat. was the business of t.he priest and the , 
prophet. This cultural expectation made it proper for Jeremiah to have 
an encount-er with God in behalf of the people, and, in so doing, he 
found C-od in his own heart. It was expected that a prophet receive a ver-
bal message. '!he result. was t.hat he often put his o1ro thoughts into God 1 s 
mouth. It was inevitable that he would make some mistakes. Though he had 
authentic encounters with God, tribal consciousness would not permit him 
to urge his type of I-Thou relat.ion on t.he "lay" folk. '!he vitality which 
came to Jeremiah enabled him to make a witness far beyond his awareness. 
His major contribution as a spokesman for God was not the truth of his 
words, but the impact of his character. Buber has influenced this pres-
ent age with his words and, like Jeremiah, also has made a great witness 
through his personal contacts, in private and in public. 
3. The I-Thou relation may be . vim·1ed in three modes--epistemic, 
psychological cmd ex istential. Though all is said under these headings 
Hhich can be said, ther e is still a remainder 't-Jhich caTl_rlOt be captured 
in iiords . In f act, even to say any 1-mrds is to reduce it to the l evel 
of I-It . The epistemic mode refers to the kn01:-Tledge content brought 
into relation, occurring durinr, relation and to the interpretation 
made of revelation. Neither Buber nor Jeremiah conceived this relation 
to God a s a source of khm.;ledge apart from the r emainder of man 1 s ex -
perience; nor did they ascribe the certitude of the event to any form 
of mystical absorption. Each one was 1-mll equipped -vlith relif ious 
knouledge and faith as he approached rel ation. A coherent belief-
structure, rooted in several generations of influential leaders of 
blood kin, provided the f a ith-climate in each m~~ 1 s family . Boyhood 
faith- growth vras under the tutelage of a significant male i n each man 's 
development . Each had the highest type of education of his day and i..~ 
his l ate teens became serious~ concerned about and involved in t he 
current social situation . 
1bt only did both men bring knmllledge :LTlto the I-Thou relation 1vi th 
God, but oftentimes thsir past lmo>vledge Has col"l~irmed and nade l uminous 
in the event of encounter. During encounter the revelation from God 
was pr esented as Presence--rather , Eresence as po>Ier . Han ree_ches en-
counter through realization of need or sometimes throw:'h a more sharply 
experienced anxiety . Both Buber and Jeremiah des pair of man ' s abili ty 
to build a community on earth in human strength alone . But facing anx-
iety in faith, each finds salvation in the T'nou . 
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4. Revelation becomes knovrledge through this route : fulfilment 
of one's being sugr ests that a Person did the fulfilline; and to do 
such a gracious thing, the Fulfiller nmst stand in the relation of love. 
From the Absolute point of reference, man can build an ethic the ab-
solute nature of which is needed to bring .his essential nature into 
fruition. It was the merit of Jeremiah, along with the other Old Testa-
ment prophets, to have their ethics intimately identified with the 
Judge of the 1'1Torld. 
5. In addition to confirmation, encounter is accompanied by an 
urge to get itself born into t he -vmrld. Buber and Jeremiah illustrate 
the bouyancy and the demand Hhich send the experient into the Hor ld 
to meet human Thou 1 s that the God 1-1ho is m.:w continue His becoming . 
6. The event of I ._Thou encounter is psychologically supported 
Hi th a double gestalt: (1) the act of reaching out to God unifies one's 
being into •·rholeness , and (2) simultaneously, the idea of God has ob-
j ecti ve refer ence . The category of being, the inborn Thou re gisters 
fulfilment 1-rithin, lihich is at the same moment a sense of the immediacy 
of the Thou ;.rithout . The existential mode refers to the given apparatus 
by means of Hhich wholeness , presentness, the Thou, fulfillment ar:td 
love are k nown. 
7 . To Buber and to Jeremiah , revelation then may come through 
whatever event the Horld, or per sons , comes to us in the 11 ever-Jday . 11 
Even things , and art forms may become a 11-vrord11 of Being corr.munic ated 
as presence and power . 
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The purpose of this dissertation is to determine what takes place 
on the human side when a man says he has an encounter with God, with 
special reference to the thought of ~furtin Buber and of the Hebrew pro-
phet, Jeremiah. The method has been to characterize each man 1s thought; 
180 
to pay particular attention to the data lending themselves to psychologi-
cal description, to the end of analyzing encounter with God in its epis-
temic, psychological and existential modes. On the basis of these char-
acterizations, each of these men has been compared to the other to de-
termine likenesses and differences; to assay the effect of culture at 
points of difference; and to summarize the points of likeness which 
mi ght have abiding value. 
Findings and conclusions are: 
1. Buber and Jeremiah find man's essential nature incomplete apart 
from relation to God. Fulfilment is possible in what Buber terms an 
I-Thou relation--a subject-subject relation as opposed to the subject-
object relation of lmowledge. Subject-subject relation is made possible 
by a unique category of being, which Buber calls the inborn ~hou. This is 
not to say that man has an original self. A self has to be won. 
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2. A sense of lack (anxiety), a reaching out, the dual gestalt of 
man's mm being together with objective reference of the Thou, a sense of 
fulfilment by a Persons over against one, standing in the relation of 
love--these minimal elements of encounter constitute the fountainhead of re-
ligion and ethics, as well as the occasion for man's social being to emerge 
and to be kept intact. Revelation comes in the form of Presence--presence 
as power. No verbal message is given. There is a sense of reciprocal 
relation, of inexpressible confirmation, and of an urge to act out the 
power of it in the world. 
3. Jeremiah conceived man to be creat.ed by God and endowed with a 
drive to fulfilment. like the migratory instinct in birds. I~lan is free 
to direct this drive toward God and find fulfilment, or to direct it 
elsewhere with little promise in the face of his precarious existence. 
4. For both men, one's religious knowledge and his cultural modes 
of thought were part of the whole person taken into encounter and could 
af fect the subsequent interpretation of it. Neither believed that en-
counter 1-1as sufficient without the remainder of experience; nor did 
either conceive the eA~erience of immediacy as resulting from any form 
of mystical absorption. Jeremiah's tribal consciousness lends itself 
aptly both to illustrate the limits which culture can impose on revelation 
and also to reveal hmv the Presence can transcend the limits. 
5. Relation to God is necessary for maintaining the integrity of 
one's ,!; otherwise, the 1vorld of things assumes the mastery, and persons 
are cheapened ( Buber); or man loses his moral fibre (Jeremiah). 
6. Jeremiah negatively illustrates Buber 1s judgment that verbal 
messages are not given in revelation. B.ecently from the Presence, he 
put his own thoughts into the mouth of God and delivered them as a 
11 Thus saith the Lord. 11 The mistakes he made indicate that alleged 
verbal messages in revelation do not stand on their own authority. 
They need further testing. 
7. Buber and Jeremiah fonnd that. perceptual data of religion 
gained in concrete life-situations were a reliable foundation upon 
v-rhich to build coherent religious truth. They v-rould agree that this 
method of gaining religious truth has been a distinctive contribution 
of the Hebrew-Jewish religion. 
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